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MARK  YOUNKIN 


1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening,  everyone, 

2  and  welcome  to  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco 

3  Restoration  Advisory  Board.    Glad  to  see  everyone  that 

4  is  here  has  weathered  the  weather.    And  apparently, 

5  it's  a  little  bit  better  than  what  the  RABs  are  dealing 

6  with  on  the  East  Coast.    There  are  a  couple  of 

7  introductions  that  Dave  Wilkins  would  like  to  make. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Hello,  everyone.  Happy 

9  new  year,  and  welcome  back  to  the  1996  business  for  our 

10  RAB.    I'd  like  to  introduce  a  couple  of  folks  who  are 

11  new  faces  here.    First  I'd  like  to  introduce  Ms.  Jane 

12  Craft.    Jane  is  sitting  over  there.    Jane  is  the  BEC 

13  for  east  Fort  Baker.    So  if  any  of  you  are  interested 

14  in  what's  going  on  with  east  Fort  Baker,  here's  your 

15  opportunity.    She  will  be  here  all  week.    She's  working 

16  out  of  our  office  and  you  can  ask  her  any  questions 

17  about  what's  going  on  with  the  closure  of  that 

18  facility. 

19  I'd  also  like  to  introduce  two  persons  from  Allied 

20  Technology  Group,  which  is  a  company  that  is  doing  the 

21  removal  of  storage  tanks  inside  historical  structures. 

22  And  that  is  Project  Manager  Joe  Herdy  and  Ken  Gradusky, 

23  who  works  in  the  marketing  department.    So  we  will 

24  probably  be  seeing  a  lot  of  them  over  the  course  of  the 

25  next  few  months  as  they  are  working  on  that  project. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:    There  was  planned  to  be 
some  announcements  regarding  one  of  our  RAB  members, 
Sol  Levine,  and  that  was  going  to  be  done  by  Saul 
Bloom.    I  don't  see  him,  so  my  preference  would  be  to 
wait  for  his  comments,  perhaps  until  after  the  break, 
to  see  if  he  arrives. 

Are  there  any  additions  or  changes  to  the  agenda? 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Yes.    I  think  we 
should  have  a  report  of  the  RPM  meeting  of  today.  I 
think  that  should  go  before  4.    The  Main  Installation 
Committee  met  on  January  4th,  and  I  think  that  should 
go  before  No.  4. 

And  Thomas  was  mentioning  before  the  meeting 
started  --  I  just  wanted  to  bring  up  the  issue  of  Web 
sites  and  use  of  Internet  access  for  some  of  the 
materials  here.    And,  I  guess  that  could  go  after  5. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  from  anyone? 
I  have  a  couple  of  items  that  I'll  be  talking  about.  A 
proposed  schedule  for  future  committee  meetings.    And  I 
also  have  some  follow-up  information  regarding  the 
Seismic  Retrofit  Project  by  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
District,  which  I'll  pass  around.    And  I'll  put  that 
under  H,  if  that's  agreeable  with  everyone. 

All  right.    Is  everyone  happy  with  the  agenda  as 
stated?    Why  don't  we  go  ahead  with  the  RPM  meeting 
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1  discussion. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I'll  lead  off  with 

3  that.    And  I  would  ask  that  --we  have  a  couple  of 

4  persons  that  were  there  that  are  sick  tonight,  but  if 

5  any  other  folks  want  to  add  their  two  cents  at  any 

6  point,  please  feel  free  to  do  so,  specifically,  Michael 

7  or  Roger  could  add  some  details  to  the  discussion. 

8  If  you  look  at  your  agenda,  the  three  items  that 

9  are  on  the  agenda  for  tonight  are  topics  that  were 

10  discussed  at  the  RPM  meeting.    The  majority  of  the 

11  discussion  concerned  the  preliminary  responses  and 

12  concerns.    And  most  of  those  concerns  were  brought 

13  forward  by  the  EPA  and  the  Park  Service. 

14  Generally,  there  were  three  major  issues  that  we 

15  have  plans  to  discuss  prior  to  submission  of  formal 

16  comments  on  the  RI.    There  appears  to  be  a  need  to  have 

17  site-by-site  determination  of  ambient  and  background 

18  concentration  of  contaminants,  because  as  it's 

19  presented  in  the  RI  it  was  described  as  being  a  bit 

20  confusing  and  misleading  to  some  extent.    So  the  Army 

21  is  going  to  engage  in  a  discussion  to  provide  that 

22  determination  on  a  site-by-site  basis. 

23  The  next  issue  was  inconsistency,  or  what  appeared 

24  to  be  an  inconsistency,  in  the  risk  assessment  with  the 

25  RI  data  set,  with  the  data  set  itself,  and  exactly 


1  which  data  set  was  used,  that  is,  ambient  level  data 

2  sets,  background  level  data  sets. 

3  And  the  last  area  was,  why  was  the  Army  using  an 

4  additional  residential  screening  in  their  risk 

5  assessment  process?    And  why  we  did  not  incorporate  or 

6  appear  to  incorporate  an  appropriate  land  use  scenario 

7  into  the  risk  screening? 

8  So  those  were  the  three  major  areas  that  we  are 
SJ   going  to  be  discussing  in  the  conference  call,  which 

10  has  yet  to  be  set  up.    But  that  would  happen  prior  to 

11  formal  written  comments  being  submitted.    Which,  by  the 

12  way,  if  you  didn't  know,  the  extension  for  that  is 

13  through  the  26th  of  January. 

14  The  other  item  was  waste  discharge  -- 

15  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Could  we  maybe  talk 

16  about  this  first?    Because  right  there,  I  think,  would 
y  benefit  from  some  further  discussion  and  explanation. 
1^8  I  had  a  couple  of  questions,  especially  about  the  last 

19  two  topics.    I  wonder  if  we  could  get  some  further 

20  explanation  of  that  issue?   What  does  that  mean, 

21  "Inconsistency  of  the  data  set?"    And  also,  the  land 

22  use  issue.    And  then  my  third  question  is,  if  there's 

23  going  to  be  a  conference  call  before  the  government 

24  agencies  are  going  to  submit  their  comments,  in  other 

25  words,  they  are  waiting  to  hear  the  answers  to  that 


8 

1  before  they  produce  comments,  January  26th  does  not 

2  seem  like  a  realistic  deadline  for  them  and/or  us,  as  a 

3  result.    So  those  are  my  concerns,  and  I'd  like  to  hear 

4  from  Michael  Work. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Sure.    I  guess  on  the 

6  inconsistency,  with  regard  to  the  data  set  --  and  I 

7  can't  give  you  a  lot  of  detail  because  we  have  been 

8  trying  to  be  so  responsive  and  perform  a  quick  review. 

9  A  lot  of  comments  by  my  risk  assessor  were  heard  by  me 

10  for  the  first  time  at  the  meeting  we  had  this  morning. 

11  So  I  haven't  had  time  to  really  digest  Sophia's 

12  comments. 

13  But,  for  example,  she  found  when  she  was  looking 

14  at  the  site-by-site  risk  calculations  that  there  were 

15  discrepancies  between  the  data  that  was  used  site  by 

16  site,  versus  the  overall  database  for  the  Presidio. 

17  Like  a  different  maximum  concentration  was  being  cited 

18  than  she  observed  in  the  whole  database.    There's  one 

19  example. 

20  She  also  raised  concern  about  --  EPA's  main 

21  concern  about  the  background  and  the  calculation  about 

22  what  we're  calling  ambient  concentrations  is  that  we 

23  think  that  it  has  been  --  the  way  authors  are  going 

24  about  doing  the  document  is  okay,  we  have  concern  with 

25  the  approach.    What  we  find  that  probably  would  be 
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confusing  to  your  --to  any  reader  of  the  document  is 
the  risks  associated  to  background  and  ambient  are  not 
brought  out.    There  are  a  number  of  sites  which 

vually  have  a  risk  within  that  range  where  a  remedial 
cion  might  be  necessary,  and  that  is  caused  by 
background  or  ambient  concentrations  of  certain  metals, 
not  really  because  of  contamination  at  those  sites. 
And  we  feel  that's  not  clearly  enough  explained  in  the 
document.    It  looks  like  you  have  a  lot  of  contaminated 
sites,  when  in  reality  --  and  there  are  some  of  those, 
but  in  reality,  if  you  are  to  look  at  purely 
contamination  from  activities  performed  by  the  Army, 
that  set  gets  much  smaller. 

BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    When  I  read  the  risk 
assessment  at  the  table,  which  was  very  difficult,  I 
concluded  from  reading  that  the  risks  that  were 
calculated  were  only  those,  and  if  there  were  some 
concentrations  attributable  to  background  ambient 
levels,  they  were  not  put  into  the  risk  calculation. 
And  the  example  that  I  was  focusing  on  were  a  lot  of 
the  data  sets  looking  at  chromium  levels. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  think  what  you're 
describing  here  could  justify  my  risk  assessor's 
concern,  that  this  data  could  be  misinterpreted.  I 
don't  know  for  sure  that  you're  misinterpreting  it,  but 
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1  I  think  that  may  be  the  case.    Because,  as  I  had  said, 

2  Dr.  Serta  said,  there  are  a  number  of  sites  here  that 

3  are  in  this  risk  range  where  it  looks  as  though  action 

4  should  be  required,  but,  in  fact,  a  lot  of  the  risk  is 

5  associated  with  naturally  occurring  metals. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    It  seems  to  me  that 

7  when  there  was  an  ambient  level,  for  example,  in 

8  metals,  chromium,  for  example,  that  that  was  not 

9  included  in  the  risk  calculations,  they  only  included 

10  in  the  risk  calculations  the  hits  that  were  in  some 

11  type  of  bold  face,  as  being  above  -- 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    That's  the  way  it  was 

13  done.    But  now  the  Army  is  coming  back  and  saying  even 

14  levels  that  they  considered  not  to  be  ambient  are 

15  ambient. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    All  right  then,  that's 

17  unclear. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I'm  sorry,  I  can't  talk  to 

19  you  about  specifics. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  just  wanted  to  flush 

21  out  the  issue  so  I  understood  what  the  discussion  was 

22  about. 

23  And  then  there  was  the  land  use  problem,  also. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Do  you  mean  the  point 

25  about  residential  screening? 
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BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  Yes. 
BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Again,  I  didn't  know  this 
until  this  morning.    Dr.  Serta  says  that  there  is  --  in 
at  least  one  case,  after  the  authors  of  the  document 
performed  the  residential  screening  procedure  based  on 
EPA's  default  PRGs,  a  second  residential  screening 
analysis  was  performed  on  that  site  using  some 
different  assumptions  and  screened  out  --  in  other 
words,  the  site  failed  the  screening  tests  in  the  first 
screening  level  using  the  default  PRGs,  but  all  the 
authors  of  the  document  decided  to  finesse  the 
assumption,  which  is,  you  know  --  I'm  not  saying  this 
was  necessarily  bad,  because  we  always  advocate  for 
site-specific  PRGs.    But  her  point  was  that  for 
screening  purposes  we  agreed  that  we  were  going  to  be 
using  the  default  PRGs  and  the  second  screening 
analysis  was  unnecessary. 

Personally,  I  don't  view  that  as  a  big  issue.  I 
think  that  may  be  what  happened  on  one  or  two  sites. 

One  of  our  other  comments  that  David  didn't 
mention  was  that  all  of  the  reviewers  of  the  document 
have  come  to  me  with  concern  over  the  readability  of 
document.    They  feel  like  it  could  use  a  lot  of 
..jrk  to  make  it  flow  in  a  way  that  it  would  be  more 
easily  understood.    And  actually,  nobody  at  this 
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1  morning's  meeting  disagreed  with  that  comment.    So  I 

2  think  we  are  all  in  agreement  on  that. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    So  can  we  talk  about 

4  this  issue  of  the  comment  period  then  if  there's  this 

5  uncertainty  about  how  and  what  we  are  reading?  And 

6  even  if  the  government  reviewers  are  waiting  to  get 

7  some  response  about  this  before  even  making  pen  to 

8  paper,  which,  I  guess,  is  what's  happening  at  EPA. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Restate  that. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Do  you  think  you  are 

11  going  to  have  your  statement  written  out  on  January 

12  26th? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:  Yes. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    You  do?    Even  without 

15  having  this  conference  call? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    We'll  do  it  with  or 

17  without  the  conference  call. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    And  is  that  true  for 

19  the  Park  Service? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I'm  still  going  to  make 

21  an  effort  to  do  that.    I  have  to  see  how  it  flows 

22  together,  and  also  take  a  quick  look  at  the  Feasibility 

23  Study  and  the  RI  comments.    I  mean,  I  want,  in  good 

24  faith,  to  try  to  work  towards  that  date. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I'm  just  trying  to 
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learn  the  scope  of  some  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
problems. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     I'd  like  to  add  one  more 
point.    Romy  Fuentes  called  me  at  five  o'clock  this 
afternoon,  and  asked  me  to  express  his  apologies  to  you 
all  for  not  being  here,  but  he's  sick.    But  also,  more 
7f    importantly,  he  wanted  me  to  --  although,  I'm  not 

8  speaking  for  TTSC  here,  he  wanted  me  to  tell  you  that 

9  he  concurred  with  our  discussions  and  the  points  raised 
1^0  by  EPA  at  this  morning's  meeting.    That  those  concerns 
1j1  are  also  TTSC's  concerns. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Bob,  as  far  as  the 

13  scheduling  goes,  I  think  the  intent  of  this  conference 

14  call  is  to  give  the  Army  a  headsup  of  what  they're 

15  going  to  have  to  respond  to  in  advance  of  getting  the 

16  written  comments.    The  conference  call  is  not  intended 

17  to  be  something  where  nobody  does  anything  up  until  the 

18  conference  call,  and  then  based  on  the  discussion  there 

19  starts  writing  comments.    What  I  would  ask  all  of  you 

20  to  continue  to  strive  for  is  to  try  to  meet  the  26 

i 

21  January  due  date  for  the  comments  and  get  your  comments 
32  in.    I  think  that  you're  probably  going  to  have  many  of 

23  the  same  feelings  about  the  document  in  terms  of  its 

24  readability,  and  some  of  these  other  technical  issues 

25  about  the  background  on  ambient  concentrations  and 
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1  everything  that  the  regulatory  agencies  have  found. 

2  And  that's  the  input  that  we  need.    But  what  this 

3  conference  gives  the  Army  is  basically  a  two-week  jump 

4  on  starting  to  revise  the  document  to  try  to  keep  us  on 

5  some  kind  of  track,  because  we  have  had  this  delay 

6  because  of  weather  and  government  shutdown  and  all 

7  these  other  things.    So  that's  kind  of  the  intent. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  think  there  are 

9  going  to  be  points  that  were  brought  up  today  that  were 

10  very  detailed  that  none  of  us  at  the  table  can  answer, 

11  because  there  were  no  risk  assessors  there.    And  I 

12  think  the  risk  assessors  will  be  talking  to  Dames  & 

13  Moore  risk  assessors,  so  there  may  be  points  that  they 

14  can  clarify  that  none  of  us  at  the  table  can  clarify. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    Maybe  we  could  talk 

16  about  the  schedule  again  after  we  talk  about  what 

17  happens  at  the  Main  Installation  meeting. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    The  next  item 

19  was  the  Waste  Discharge  requirements.    And,  Roger, 

20  would  you  give  a  recap? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Real  brief.    The  San 

22  Francisco  Bay  Region  Water  Quality  Control  Board  is 

23  going  to  be  coming  out  on  the  17th  of  January,  last  we 

24  heard,  with  their  draft.    Unfortunately,  Rich  Hiett  is 

25  not  here  tonight  to  confirm  that,  but  as  of  about  last 
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week  that's  what  he  was  telling  us,  that  the  draft  of 
the  ER  would  be  out  and  that  starts  with  the  public 
process. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    And  if  any  of 

5  you  are  aren't  familiar  with  the  waste  discharge 

6  requirements,  those  are  the  regulatory  requirements 

7  imposed  by  the  Water  Board  on  the  Army  for  our 

8  excavations  and  treatment  of  petroleum  contaminated 

9  soils,  that's  from  all  the  tank  sites  and  the  fuel 

10  distribution  system.    And  it's  also  the  regulatory 

11  requirements  for  the  operation  of  the  low  temperature 

12  thermal  absorption  unit.    And  the  public  comment  period 

13  and  the  public  hearing,  with  regards  to  those 

14  requirements,  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Water  Board, 

15  so  they  will  be  posting  that  announcement,  and  Rich 

16  Hiett  will  be  responsible  for  letting  us  know  the 

17  comment  period  for  the  document,  or  when  the  public 

18  hearing  is,  so  if  you  choose  to  comment  or  attend  that 

19  public  hearing  you  can  do  so. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     Is  that  associated  with 

21  Building  637,  too? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     In  terms  of  that's  the 

23  location  of  where  LTT  is. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    But  is  there  going  to  be 

25  WDR  for  637? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    No.    That's  covered 

2  under  the  Corrective  Action  Plan,  so  that's  a  separate 

3  process.    There  are  things  in  the  WDR  that  do  affect 

4  the  Building  637  assignment,  like  the  water  quality 

5  goals  that  we  came  up  with.    That  does  have  an  affect 

6  on  it,  but  for  what  we  are  doing  on  637  CAP,  that  stays 

7  pretty  much  the  same. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    My  understanding  is 

9  that  the  waste  discharge  requirements  will  cover 

10  anything  on  the  Presidio  dealing  with  petroleum.  So 

11  Building  637,  231  and  the  Coast  Guard  Station,  to  the 

12  extent  that  the  FPALDR  levels  are  addressed  by  the 

13  waste  discharge  requirements,  and  whether  more 

14  information  is  going  to  be  required  about  any 

15  particular  groundwater  site  that  is  going  to  be  part  of 

16  the  waste  discharge.    So  it's  meant  to  be 

17  comprehensive. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  last  issue  that  we 

19  talked  about  this  morning  was  the  lead-base  paint  and 

20  soil  status  report.    And  as  of  today  the  U.S.  EPA  has 

21  submitted  its  decision  with  regards  to  the  lead-base 

22  paint  contamination  in  the  soil.    And  the  issue  here 

23  was,  should  this  contamination  be  treated  as  a  CERCLA 

24  problem,  or  should  this  contamination  be  treated  as  a 

25  contamination  problem  limited  to  the  housing  and  urban 
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development  regulations  under,  I  believe.  Title  10? 

So  we  have  EPA's  position,  and  Michael  can  speak 
to  that,  if  he  wishes.    And  we  received  a  letter  from 
clarifying  their  position,  but  the  Army  has  yet  to 
mally  write  its  position  regarding  the  matter.  As 
far  as  I  know,  the  Army  is  still  discussing  the  matter 
between  the  Army  Environmental  Center  and  Environmental 
Law  Decision  at  DA.    And  those  two  agencies  are 
responsible  for  publishing  their  position  on  the 
matter,  because  this  is  not  just  a  Presidio-specific 
issue,  as  you  can  imagine,  it  would  impact  or  set  a 
precedent  which  would  impact  all  of  the  other  closing 
facilities.    So  we  have  not  yet  received  that  position. 
So  that's  the  status  on  that  item. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  further  comment  on 
those  topics? 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Is  it  possible  for  the 
EPA  to  say,  in  a  sentence,  what  its  position  is? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Well,  basically,  EPA  is  in 
concurrence  with  CAL  EPA,  DTSC,  they  wrote  a  letter  a 
while  back,  stating  that  the  lead  that's  been  found  in 
soils  that's  from  a  lead-paint  source  is  a  release  to 
the  environment  as  defined  under  CERCLA,  the  supervised 
law.    And  therefore,  it  should  be  addressed  as  part  of 
the  RI/FS  process  that's  ongoing  here  at  the  Presidio. 
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1  And  Army  has  been  stating  the  position  that  it's  not  a 

2  CERCLA  release  to  the  environment.    EPA's  letter 

3  concurred  with  the  state  that  it  is  a  release  to  the 

4  environment. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Are  there  any  policies, 

6  nationwide  policies?     It  seems  like  it's  a  big  problem 

7  beyond  the  Army,  and  I  was  just  wondering  if  there  is  a 

8  nationwide  policy. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    There  is  a  directive  which 

10  we  cited  in  our  letter  which  basically  says  that  if  you 

11  have  a  large  facility  where  CERCLA  is  already  a 

12  regulatory  mechanism  that  is  in  place  and  being  worked 

13  on  like  we  have  here  at  this  base,  then  it  becomes  the 

14  appropriate  mechanism  for  addressing  lead  that's  been 

15  released  in  the  environment,  rather  than  the  HUD/EPA 

16  guidance  or  the  Title  10  guidance  which  only  covers 

17  residential  areas. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    The  Main  Installation 

19  Committee  met  on  January  4th.    Why  did  we  meet  on 

20  January  4th?    There  seemed  to  be  a  lot  of  interest  to 

21  try  to  meet  before  what  then  was  what  we  thought  the 

22  deadline  was  January  12th,  and  I  sent  out  a  memo  to 

23  everybody,  and  based  on  that  response  there  were  a 

24  certain  number  of  people  who  were  able  to  show  up. 

25  And,  of  course,  we  were  trying  to  do  all  this  over  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1,0 

11 

r- 
l3 
r 

15 
116 
17 
18 
9 

20 

I 

21 
22 
? 

2^ 
25 


19 

holidays  and  during  the  shutdown.    And  so  maybe  it  was 
less  than  optional  about  having  the  committee  meet  in  a 
way  that  it  might  have  occurred  at  some  other  time. 

But  there  were  about  six  of  us  there.    And,  like  I 
said,  our  purpose  was  to  try  to  start  formulating  some 
kind  of  critical  response  in  reading  the  RI  thinking  we 
only  had  a  week  to  go.    And,  of  course,  one  of  the 
things  we  talked  about  was  the  deadline.    There  were  a 
couple  of  --  and,  please,  anybody  who  was  there, 
correct  me  if  I'm  wrong.    Readability  was  an  issue  that 
we  all  found  difficult  to  get  over.    And  also  for  some 
members  there  was  an  expressed  problem,  also,  of  just 
getting  physically  ahold  of  the  document,  because  my 
understanding  is  that,  although  numerous  copies  have 
been  made,  not  everybody  who  wanted  a  copy  was  able  to 
physically  put  their  hands  on  one,  even  by  the  time  of 
January  4th. 

And  then  we  started  just  kicking  ideas  around 
about  what  has  been  our  experience  in  reading  the 
document,  and  what  are  some  of  the  issues  that  we 
thought  about.    Some  members  of  the  Main  Installation 
Committee  have  already  started  putting  pen  to  paper, 
"nking  that  the  12th,  at  that  time,  was  the  deadline, 
.id  we  are  trying  to  meet  the  January  26th  deadline,  as 
well.    I  think  the  feeling  for  a  longer  period  has  to 
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1  do  with  reality  and  practical  way  of  being  able  to 

2  absorb  the  information,  given  the  things  that  we  have 

3  been  hearing.    I  think  that  the  consensus  was  that 

4  there  would  still  like  to  be  an  extension,  and  yet  one 

5  more  opportunity  to  meet,  enough  in  advance  before  the 

6  deadline,  in  order  to  still  have  the  opportunity  to 

7  talk  about  the  documents  more  fully. 

8  Going  on  to  more  substantive  issues  with  the 

9  document  itself,  although  we  didn't,  I  think,  as  a 

10  group,  formulate  final  opinions  or  responses,  there 

11  were  certain  topics  of  the  RI  that  we  thought 

12  especially  deserved  some  kind  of  critical  review,  and 

13  that  perhaps  because  of  the  size  of  the  document  and 

14  the  number  of  people  involved  that  these  issues  might 

15  be  parceled  out  or  that  people  might  find  that  they 

16  were  interested  in  more  than  one  issue  in  particular. 

17  Some  of  those  issues  were  --  first  of  all  in  the 

18  selection  of  FTCs  in  sampling  decision  criteria,  there 

19  was  a  methodology  spelled  out,  and  that  results  in  a 

20  set  of  tables  where  the  actual  numbers  are  used.  And 

21  when  we  examined  the  methodology  of  some  of  the 

22  assumptions  behind  it,  and  recognizing  the  importance 

23  of  the  FTCs,  you  know,  did  we  agree  or  not  with  each  of 

24  the  numbers  that  came  out  as  the  solution  to  that 

25  equation  or  that  problem. 
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1  In  looking  at  the  issues  of  risk  assessment,  I 

2  think  when  we  thought  about  consistency  of  risk 

3  assessment  we  were  also  looking  at  the  FPALDR  risk 

4  assessment  as  one  model  and  trying  to  compare  whether 

5  the  same  assumptions  were  used  in  both  risk 

6  assessments,  and  I  don't  think  always  finding  complete 

7  agreement  on  the  use  of  assumptions  between  those  two 

8  risk  assessments  where  there  might  have  been. 

9  There  was  some  discussion  in  trying  to  go  through 

10  Chapters  4  through  14,  which  are  the  individual  site 

11  chapters,  about  whether  in  any  particular  location  we 

12  thought  that  enough  samples  had  been  taken  or  whether 

13  more  samples  could  be  taken.    And  I  think  this  problem 

14  maybe  particularly  arises  at  some  of  the  landfill  sites 

15  and  a  couple  of  other  locations,  or,  if  not,  just 

16  taking  samples  whether  other  kinds  of  data  besides 

17  measurement  of  contaminants  might  also  have  been 

18  helpful  for  analyzing  those  sites. 

19  Maybe  the  same  comments  on  the  ecological  risk 

20  assessment.    Again,  looking  at  the  FPALDR  as  another 

21  risk  assessment  that  was  performed  whether  we  think 

22  similar  concerns  that  might  have  had  FPALDR  ecological 

23  risk  assessment  like  this  one. 

i 

24  So  those  are  some  of  the  things  that  we  scoped 

25  out.    And,  like  I  say,  I  think  the  group  wanted  to  have 
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1  a  chance  to  meet  one  more  time  in  advance  of  a  deadline 

2  so  that  we  could  come  to  some  opinion  about  some  of 

3  these  things  and  be  able  to  write  comments. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    I  was  one  of  the  folks 

5  that  was  at  the  Main  Installation  Committee,  and  our 

6  thinking  in  this  process  was  that  the  information  is  so 

7  overwhelming,  and  there's  so  much  of  it,  we  tried  to 

8  identify  what  we  thought,  as  a  committee,  were  a  few 

9  basic  themes  which  seemed  to  run  throughout  the  entire 

10  set  of  information  so  that  we  could  focus  as  a  group 

11  perhaps  on  those  individual  themes  which  dealt  with 

12  incomplete  data,  inconsistencies  in  some  of  the  data, 

13  human  risk  factors,  ecological  risk  factors,  landfills, 

14  that  type  of  thing,  so  we  could  bring  those  various 

15  elements  here  and  give  individuals,  committee  members, 

16  a  chance  to  break  up  into  groups  that  could  deal  with 

17  each  of  those  topics.    And  then  bring  to  the  table 

18  various  specific  instances  that  would  apply  to  each  one 

19  of  those  various  topics  to  help  people  key  in  so  they 

20  could  write  their  own  individual  comments,  and 

21  hopefully,  to  facilitate  that  process.    So  that  was  our 

22  goal,  not  to  set  a  final  list  of  five  topics,  but  to 

23  use  that  as  a  springboard,  and  hopefully  allow  people 

24  to  identify  other  general  topics,  or  to  narrow  the 

25  scope  even  down  to  a  like  a  minus  number  five.    So  that 
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1  was  kind  of  the  intent.    To  be  able  to  bring  that  back 

2  here  and  use  it  as  a  springboard. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     I  could  add  one  more 

4  thing.    We  talked  a  little  bit  about  the  whole  issue  of 

5  organization  and  any  comments  we  had.    And  I  think  some 

6  of  us  felt  that  this  is  a  very  important  document,  and 
it's  important  to  get  comments  in,  in  any  further 
meetings  we  have,  in  committee  or  elsewise,  where  we 
might  be  developing  comments.    Perhaps  the  most 

10  productive  thing  is  to  gear  them  in  a  way  to  share 

11  ideas  and  benefit  from  other  ideas.    I  know  I  benefit  a 

12  lot  from  hearing  people  with  a  scientific  background 

1^3  speak  at  this  committee  meeting.    And  if  there  happened 

14  to  be  some  comment  that  a  large  number  of  us  agreed  on, 

15  we  could  sign  it  jointly.    But  the  most  important  thing 

16  is  for  each  of  us,  from  our  own  point  of  view,  and  from 

17  whatever  constituency  we  represent,  to  be  able  to  come 

18  up  with  whatever  comments  we  think  are  important, 

19  whether  it's  a  page  or  ten  pages,  and  to  use  our  time 

20  together  to  productively  work  toward  that  goal. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    I  think  one  of  the  last 

22  things  we  talked  about  as  well,  was  coming  up  with  some 

23  process  whereby  the  individual  comments  could  be 

24  brought  to  the  group  for  review  by  other  folks,  if  you 

25  wanted  that  to  happen,  if  you  wanted  to  share  those 
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1  with  other  community  members.    To  give  other  community 

2  members  an  opportunity  to  either,  for  example,  if  I 

3  were  to  write  something,  and  you  agreed  with  part  of 

4  it,  you  would  be  able  to  plagiarize  from  that  letter 

5  and  include  it  in  your  own  comment,  or  if  agree  in 

6  whole,  to  sign  off  on  that  letter  as  well. 

7  So  we  kind  of  like  to  see  some  sort  of  process  so 

8  those  things  could  be  made  available  and  maybe  set  a 

9  soft  deadline  prior  to  the  26th  for  those  things  to 

10  perhaps  be  brought  to  the  meeting  so  they  could  be 

11  circulated  and  shared. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Speaking  as  an 

13  individual  now,  and  not  as  a  representative  for  the 

14  Main  Installation  Committee.    I  think  everybody  there, 

15  and  certainly  I  take  the  deadline  very  seriously,  I 

16  would  have  made  something  in  on  the  12th,  not  as  good 

17  as  what  I  hope  it  will  be  on  the  26th.    And  I  don't 

18  think  anybody  wants  to  drag  it  out  longer  than  it 

19  should  be,  even  recognizing  the  completing  goal  of 

20  moving  the  process  forward.    Even  with  the  amount  of 

21  time  that  has  been  granted  about  this  document,  and 

22  there  has  been  a  generous  amount  of  time  already,  it's 

23  quite  difficult,  as  a  document,  as  Michael  has  already 

24  expressed,  and  I  don't  think  people  have  been  sitting 

25  on  their  hands  about  reading  it  either.    And  I  think 
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1  that  it  is  appropriate  to  try  to  at  least  schedule 

2  another  opportunity  for  the  committee  to  meet  in  some 

3  fashion  and  to  have  a  couple  of  weeks  after  that  to  sit 

4  in  and  prepare  something. 

5  And  then  further,  my  concern  is  that  the 

6j   Feasibility  Study,  if  you  sit  back  objectively,  should 
7|   be  based  on  an  RI  that  has  some  kind  of  consensus  about 
{j    it,  or  at  least  a  more  complete  understanding.  Right 

9  now,  the  way  it's  set  up,  the  Feasibility  Study  has,  in 

10  many  cases,  already  been  written  or  drafted  assuming 

11  that  the  text  of  the  RI  is  concrete  or  accepted  when  a 

12  lot  of  the  questions  still  remain.    In  other  words,  how 

13  do  you  make  the  proper  selection  of  remedy  if  the  bases 
^4  for  it,  or  the  rationale  might  be  quite  different  or 

1j5  altered?    Land  use  assumptions  are  one  example  of  that 

16  or  the  quantification  of  the  risk,  and  how  we  think  of 

17  the  scope  of  the  problem.    And  so  when  we  take  up  the 

18  issue  of  schedule  and  appropriate  comment  period,  I 

19  think  we  need  to  think  about  that  also.    And  I'm  not 

20  saying  that  we  necessarily  have  to  have  a  complete 

21  responsive  comment  about  the  RI  or  a  second  draft 

22  before  the  comments  on  the  Feasibility  Study  starts, 

23  but  some  feedback  and  some  agreement  about  the  RI 

24  before  the  FS  period  starts. 

25  So  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  this  all  together. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    The  other  side  of  that  is 

2  looking  at  the  FS  is  really  useful  when  concentrating 

3  on  the  RI .    I  don't  know  if  the  RAB  is  getting  the  FS 

4  in  time  to  look  at  the  overlap.    You  can  already  see 

5  which  sites  are  being  screened  out  and  why.    And  to  me 

6  that  helps  you  focus  your  comments  on  the  RI  in  terms 

7  of  really  in  some  way  we  would  really  want  to  look  at 

8  sites  that  are  not  proposed  for  further  action  and  see 

9  if  the  rationale  for  those  are  acceptable. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    That  to  me  is  a  great 

11  problem  right  there.    That  we  are  using  the  conclusions 

12  of  the  Feasibility  Study,  in  other  words,  to  justify  -- 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Well,  if  you  don't  look 

14  at  the  FS,  I  don't  think  you're  going  to  be  able  to 

15  draw  conclusions  for  the  RI.    I  mean,  it's  not  going 

16  to  be  -- 

17  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    What  I'm  saying,  if 

18  you  presume  a  remedy  at  a  certain  site,  by  saying,  "Oh 

19  well,  we  are  not  going  to  do  anything  at  this  site 

20  anyway.    And  so  the  data  that  supports  that  decision 

21  really  shouldn't  be  of  concern  to  us."    Well,  maybe  the 

22  problem  is  we  think  that  the  data  --  I'm  just 

23  speculating  --  is  quite  broad  and  there  is  more  urgency 

24  to  that  site  so  that  the  site  really  should  be  a  much 

25  bigger  concern  than  it  is. 
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BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  think  that's  what 
Roberta  is  trying  to  say  if  the  site  is  proposed  for  no 
action.    But  if  you  feel  that  it  is  a  site  of 
importance  and  urgency,  and  disagree  with  that  "no 
action,"  then  you  can  focus  your  review  on  why  your 
feelings  disagree  with  the  conclusion  of  the  FS  and 
focus  in.    However,  if  the  FS  says  we  are  going  to  do 
an  extensive  groundwater  here,  and  your  impression  is 
also  that  an  extensive  groundwater  needs  to  be  done 
there  then  your  focus  of  review  doesn't  need  to  be 
there  because  you  generally  agree  with  the  RI  and  the 
FS. 

BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    I  appreciate  the 
accordance  of  the  FS,  and  the  RI  also,  but  I  think  now 
that  we  do  have  these  two  chapters  that  makes  it  an 
even  more  complex  assignment  right  now  for  January 
26th. 

BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:    Well,  Bob,  just  speaking 
about  timing,  what  do  you  think  is  reasonable?    I  think 
the  Army  is  really  trying  to  lend  some  extra  time  here 
by  the  January  26th  deadline.    What's  your  idea  of  more 
time? 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  here's  a 
suggestion.    If  we  had  a  committee  meeting  on  the  23rd, 
and  we  had  an  RI  comment  deadline  two  weeks  after  that, 
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to  me  that  would  be  helpful  for  everybody.    And  then  a 
Feasibility  Study  comment  period  commence  two  weeks 
following  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    My  concern  is  when  you 
look  at  a  document  like  this,  when  you  assume  the 
public  is  going  to  access  the  document  so  that  they  can 
review  it,  and  when  you  assume  that  --  not  challenging 

8  the  necessity  of  the  six-volume  document  on  a  subject 

9  anyway.    But  the  concerns  that  our  contractors  have 

10  expressed  to  us  about  the  need  to  review  this  document 

11  in  the  amount  of  time  and  the  request  of  the  RAB 

12  committee  two  months  ago  now,  to  have  a  60-day  comment 

13  period,  minimum  60-day  document  period,  I  think  that 

14  the  minimum  60  days  is  appropriate.    You  have  to 

15  balance  the  public  good,  with  the  need  to  move  the 

16  process  expenditures,  and  the  ability  to  get  a  thorough 

17  comment  done.    And  you  also  have  to  think  about  the 

18  decisions  you  made  now  and  the  decisions  you  make  later 

19  on.    And  two  short  decision  making  times  will,  I 

20  guarantee  you,  engender  decisions  later  on.    And  so,  I 

21  think  that  we  look  at  the  time  period  for  a  document 

22  like  this,  I  really  don't  agree  that  we  have  had  a 

23  generous  amount  of  time.    I  think,  in  fact,  we  have  all 

24  too  little  time  with  this  document,  and  for  my 

25  consultants  to  review  that.    And  so,  I  would  say  that  a 
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]    minimum,  we  do  need  60  days  to  review  this  document. 

We  do  have  to  look  at  the  extended  future  of  this 
facility  in  order  to  make  sure  that  the  RI  is  good, 
that  the  process  has  been  good,  and  that  we  have 

5  accommodated  the  public  as  much  as  possible  given  the 

6  weight  of  the  cast  that  we  have  asked  ourselves  and  the 

7  public  to  undertake. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  would  like  to  make  a 

9  comment  to  that  comment.    The  original  review  period 

10  for  this  document  was  53  days,  and  that  was  kind  of  a 

11  compromise  of  taking  into  consideration  the  needs  of 

12  the  public  versus  the  needs  of  moving  the  program 

13  forward  with  a  two-week  extension,  and  we  now  have  a 

14  67-day  review  period.  So  I  think  the  Army  tried  to  be 
1, 5  as  fair  as  possible  with  looking  at  the  needs  of 

1^6  keeping  everything  moving,  of  the  contractual 

7  requirements  and  all  that  and  taken  into  balance  with 

8  the  holiday  season  and  the  need  to  allow  the  public  to 

9  comment  on  the  document. 

0  So  it's  our  hope  that  with  this  additional 

1  extension  that  everybody  will  have  a  better  opportunity 

2  to  submit  a  competent  set  of  input  or  amount  of  input 
?3  into  this  review  period. 

24  With  regards  to  the  Feasibility  Study  chapters 

25  that  have  been  mailed  out,  I  would  like  to  echo  what 
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1  Roberta  was  saying.    I  think  that  overall  what  most 

2  citizens  are  concerned  about  is  whether  or  not  an 

3  installation  --  or  how  much  work  and  how  much  effort  an 

4  installation  is  going  to  do  to  clean  up  contaminated 

5  sites.    And  if  you  use  these  two  sections  of  the  FS  as 

6  a  kind  of  management  tool  for  yourselves,  my 

7  suggestion,  like  hers,  is  to  look  at  the  sites  that  the 

8  Army's  not  putting  into  the  Feasibility  Study. 

9  In  other  words,  look  at  the  areas  that  we  are  not 

10  planning  to  do  any  cleanup  action  and  then  go  back  into 

11  the  RI  and  look  at  that  explanation  and  all  the  data 

12  and  everything  in  the  RI  and  try  to  figure  out  why 

13  isn't  the  Army  going  to  clean  up  the  contamination,  or 

14  why  aren't  they  going  to  clean  up  any  problems  in  this 

15  area?    And  then  if  you  focus  your  efforts  that  way, 

16  then  you  can  go  back  and  put  whatever  other  amount  of 

17  time  that  you  have  left  and  look  at  the  areas  that  we 

18  are  planning  to  do  in  a  cleanup  based  on  those  two 

19  sections  on  the  FS  and  see  if  there's  any  additional 

20  things    that  the  Army  should  be  considering  that  they 

21  are  not.    This  is  just  a  strategy.    So  that's  just  kind 

22  of  food  for  thought. 

23  But  we  understand  this  overlap  thing,  the  need  for 

24  a  timeline  between  the  RI  and  the  FS.    And  we  are 

25  trying  to  provide  the  best  available  opportunity  to 


31 

1  allow  you  to  get  the  comments  in  and  have  some  time  to 

2  digest  the  Feasibility  Study.    And  I  think  that  that's 

3  perhaps  a  reasonable  strategy  to  help  you  all  do  that. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    What's  the  proposal 

5  for  the  Feasibility  Study?    When  does  it  commence,  the 

6  comment  period  for  that,  in  your  view? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the  draft 

8|   document  is  due  out  from  the  contractor,  I  believe, 

9  Friday.    Which  means  because  of  the  weekend,  it  won't 

10  get  into  the  mail  to  you  guys  until  next  week.    So  we 

11  are  probably  not  going  to  start  the  comment  period 

12  until  the  22nd,  or  something  like  that. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    So  let's  look  at  the 

14  calendar  here.    On  the  26th  we  have  due  RI  comments. 
Ij5  On  the  17th  we  have  the  issuance  of  waste  discharge 

16  requirements  from  the  Water  Board.    On  the  22nd  begins 

17  what  you  were  calling  before  a  30-day  comment  period  on 

18  the  Feasibility  Study.    I  have  been  on  this  Board  for 

19  over  two  years  now.    If  I  had  to  list  the  four  most 

20  important  documents  that  we  are  looking  at,  it  would  be 

21  waste  discharge,  the  RI,  the  FS,  and  the  FPALDR.  And 

22  all  three  of  those  --  the  comment  periods  all  overlap 

23  major  actions  and  major  responsibilities  of  attention. 

24  I  just  think  it's  impractical  to  expect  to  be  able 

25  to  turn  our  attention  to  all  those  three  things  during 
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1  that  schedule  and  provide  the  right  kind  of  feedback. 

2  I  think  at  a  minimum,  the  comment  period  has  to 

3  commence  sometime  after  the  RI  comment  period.  I 

4  understand  what  you're  saying  about  strategy.  Of 

5  course  it's  great  that  we  have  these  two  advance 

6  chapters.    I  just  think  that's  not  the  only  issue  about 

7  reviewing  the  Feasibility  Study,  which  involves  complex 

8  legal  questions,  as  well  in  determining  appropriate 

9  cleanup  levels.    The  idea  of  having  a  glimpse  of 

10  assumed  remedies  still  does  not  make  the  problems  of 

11  data  interpretations  stand  on  their  own.    They  have  to 

12  be  approached  objectively. 

13  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  the  calendar  in  a 

14  different  way. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Theoretically,  if  some 

16  of  the  comments  on  the  RI  resulted  in  a  significant 

17  change  to  some  part  --  for  instance  adding  another  site 

18  where  there  would  be  remediation,  would  that  then 

19  affect  the  FS,  which  would  have  already  come  out?  And 

20  if  so,  what  would  that  do  to  the  timing  of  comments  on 

21  the  FS? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  to  answer  the 

23  first  part  of  your  question,  it  would  affect  the  FS, 

24  but  since  the  FS  is  coming  out  as  a  draft,  that's  the 

25  whole  purpose  and  intent.    So  it's  going  to  be  the  same 
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contractor  for  both  of  the  reports.    So  if  there  are 
comments  from  the  reviewers  that  are  going  to  impact 
the  FS,  even  though  the  formal  comments  from  the  FS 
'en't  been  received  that  contractor  is  already  going 
.  know  there's  a  substantive  change  to  the  revised 
version  of  the  FS  based  on  what  we're  seeing  on  the  RI. 

Our  contractor  representative,  Mike  Schmidt,  from 
Dames  &  Moore,  sitting  right  here,  he  and  his  staff  are 
fully  aware  of  that  dynamic  that  has  to  take  place. 

BOARDHEMBER  CHEEVER:    Would  that  amendment  be 
made  during  the  comment  period  and  circulated  to  us? 
Or  is  it  the  first  of  several  drafts  of  the  FS  that  we 
would  get  a  chance  to  comment  on? 

BOARDHEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's  a  good 
question.    I  don't  think  that  the  plan  would  be  to  send 
out  any  kind  of  interim  amendment  to  the  FS.    I  think 
it  would  just  be  the  comments  on  the  RI  that  would 
impact  the  FS  would  go  in  and  be  considered  as  an 
overall  part  of  that  revision  once  the  actual  comments 
on  the  FS  are  received.    There  wouldn't  be  any  kind  of 
interim  amendment  that  said,  "Okay,  we  got  all  these 
comments  on  the  RI,  we  digested  all  of  them,  and  it 
looks  like  we  are  going  to  change  A,  B,  and  C  parts  of 
the  FS."    No.    Those  would  be  reflected  when  the  FS  is 
actually  revised  for  that  second  time. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Could  I  be  clear  of 

2  what  the  downside  is,  in  your  opinion,  of  waiting  two 

3  more  weeks  for  comments  on  the  RI? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the  primary 

5  reason  for  doing  the  extension  is  because  we  felt  that 

6  if  the  regulatory  community  with  its  team  of  reviewers 

7  was  having  difficulty  meeting  the  suspense  date,  then 

8  obviously  the  public  members  would  be  having  difficulty 

9  meeting  that  suspense  date.    And  in  an  effort  to  keep 

10  the  project  moving  along,  or  in  progress  without  any 

11  significant  delays,  we  wanted  to  tie  the  comment  period 

12  for  the  public  and  regulatory  agencies  to  the  same  day. 

13  We  didn't  want  to  have  a  month  later  for  the  public. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    One  option  at  this  point 

15  would  be  to  --  we  have  heard  several  comments  on 

16  extending  the  deadline.    I  don't  particularly  expect 

17  that  you  will  get  an  immediate  answer  right  at  this 

18  moment;  you  might  attempt  to  do  that.    But  another 

19  option  would  be  for  you  to  make  a  motion.    Perhaps  Bob 

20  could  make  a  motion  with  regard  to  his  proposed 

21  extended  deadline  date,  and  then  perhaps  the  group 

22  could  either  endorse  that  or  not,  depending  on  its 

23  wishes.    Just  an  idea  to  move  this  discussion. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I'd  be  happy  to.  I 

25  just  don't  think  this  motion  on  the  part  of  the 
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community  has  any  affect.    I  think  what  we  need  is  some 
agreement  from  not  only  the  Army  but  maybe  the  other 
government  agencies  about  the  schedule.    I  mean,  we 
can,  let's  say,  we  all  voted  to  do  what  I  wanted,  it 
wouldn't  affect  anything  unless  that  is  the  way  the 
Army  proceeds.    Maybe  what  we  could  do  is  parcel  the 
questions  out  a  little  bit.    The  RI  deadline,  the 
commencement  of  the  Feasibility  Study  deadline.  And, 
like  I  say,  keeping  in  mind,  as  a  background  issue,  the 
fact  that  waste  discharge  requirements  are  going  to 
come  out  during  this  period,  a  serious  document  which 
also  requires  some  serious  response. 

Personally,  speaking  as  an  individual,  I  think  I 
will  be  able  to  write  a  lot  of  what  I  would  like  to 
write  by  the  26th,  but  I  just  don't  have  that  sense 
from  the  entire  Board  that  that's  an  appropriate  date. 
And  I  think  that  the  Feasibility  Study  commencement  of 
comment  period  should  begin  sometime  after.  Certainly, 
absolutely  not,  before  the  end  of  the  RI  comment 
period. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    For  the  reasons  that  were 
articulated  by  Bob,  if  we  were  to  vote,  it  would 

tainly  give  us  an  opportunity  to  explain  to  the 
_^ard  of  Supervisors  and  other  individuals  who  are 
interested  in  this  process,  and  will  explain  how  so 
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1  many  documents  are  in  a  parallel  path  all  coming 

2  together  at  the  same  time,  and  how  it  makes  it  very 

3  difficult  for  the  people  on  this  Board.    So  what  it 

4  does  do  is  it  gives  us  a  political  advantage,  to  be 

5  quite  frank,  in  terms  of  making  a  statement  to  the 

6  community  at  large,  in  how  this  process  is  being  run. 

7  And  so  from  my  perspective,  in  terms  of  cooperation, 

8  I'm  looking  at  this  schedule  here  and  the  request  for  a 

9  mere  two  weeks,  at  this  point,  seems  to  be  in  the 

10  universe  of  importance  to  be  all  that  important  in 

11  terms  of  time.    And  so  I  would  say  if  the  Army  isn't 

12  willing  to  go  ahead  and  consider  extending  the  deadline 

13  by  two  weeks,  that  perhaps  we  should  vote  on  it  today 

14  or  at  least  get  a  comment  from  Mr.  Wilkins  about  going 

15  back  to  the  supervisors  and  go  back  and  get  a  comment 

16  back  to  us  as  to  whether  or  not  the  timeline  will  be 

17  extended.    The  community  has  a  prevailing  interest  in 

18  this  issue,  and  speaking  for  my  constituency,  we  are 

19  concerned  about  the  timeline  right  now. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  would  like  to  say 

21  that  first  of  all,  the  Army  always  considers  the  input 

22  from  the  public.    I  mean,  that's  where  the  January  12th 

23  original  deadline  came  from,  because  of  consideration 

24  of  the  public  input.    We  don't  have  that  problem  here 

25  in  this  Board  with  the  Army  being  --  you  seem  to  be 
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1  implying  some  type  of  dictatorial  position. 

2  Secondly,  the  Army  doesn't  make  any  of  these 

3  decisions,  if  you  will,  in  a  vacuum,  it's  done  by  the 

4  BCT,  and  that's  me,  Michael,  Romy  and  Roberta  as  a 

5  minimum,  discussing  all  their  needs,  and  the  needs  of 

6  the  public,  before  we  try  to  figure  out  what's  the  best 

7  thing  for  the  program.    And  that's  the  whole  deal, 

8  what's  best  for  the  program,  given  the  needs  of  the 

9  Army,  the  regulatory  community  and  all  of  the  public. 

10  So  that's  how  the  process  works,  and  we  are  going 

11  to  consider  --  I  mean,  we  have  heard  some  of  your 

12  issues  tonight.    The  BCT  needs  to  talk  about  it.  I 

13  mean,  that's  one  of  the  things  on  our  agenda,  to  talk 

14  about  the  shuffling  of  the  schedule,  and  revisiting 

15  this  whole  issue  again  because  we  recognize  and  we  do 

16  that.    So  I  want  to  make  sure  that  everybody 

17  understands  that  and  nobody  has  a  misconception  about 

18  how  we  do  things  here  at  the  Presidio  RAB  and  the 

19  cleanup. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  given  the  level  of 

21  difficulty  we  have  putting  members  on  this  committee, 

22  the  questions  about  numbers,  the  questions  about 

23  timing,  the  questions  about  who  was  and  was  not 

24  appropriate  to  be  on  this  Board,  I  think  that  statement 

25  is  subject  to  some  debate. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:     I'm  glad  you're  going 

2  to  talk  about  this  tomorrow.    I'm  just  thinking  as  a 

3  practical  matter  I  don't  think  that  the  idea  of  having 

4  to  bring  this  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  when  they 

5  meet,  or  get  some  responses,  it's  not  an  immediate 

6  answer  to  the  technical  question  before  us. 

7  So  I  was  hoping  we  could  have  some  feedback 

8  tonight,  of  course,  because  the  whole  idea  of  knowing  a 

9  date  certain  is  that  we  can  plan  accordingly.    If  it 

10  has  to  wait  until  tomorrow,  okay.    First  of  all,  I  know 

11  Julia  wants  to  say  something,  too,  about  the  date. 

12  Can  we  at  least  say  tonight  to  the  BCT  members 

13  that  here,  that  one  thing  will  occur?    That  the 

14  Feasibility  Study  comment  period  will  not  commence 

15  until  after  the  date  of  the  RI  deadline,  whatever  it 

16  turns  out  to  be?    Can  we  say  that  since  BCT  members  are 

17  here?    I  mean,  does  that  sound  reasonable  to  ask? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    I  think  the  comments  that 

19  have  been  made  here  have  a  lot  of  validity.    Who  makes 

20  the  decision  as  to  what  we  do  next? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  W ILK INS:    Well,  the  BCT  does.  I 

22  mean,  in  terms  of  adjustment  of  the  review  schedule  for 

23  these  documents. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    David,  when  are  you 

25  contemplating  overlap  of  the  FS  review  comment  period? 
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Because  I  don't  know  that  we  really  talked  that 
seriously  about  the  FS  comment  period.    Now  we  know 
it's  coming  out  on  the  12th. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the  original  date 
was  the  29th. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  don't  think  it's  going 
to  be  practical  for  us  to  do  a  concurrent  review.  I 
think  it's  nice  to  get  the  FS  ahead  of  time,  to  look  at 
9t    it.    I  find  that  very  useful,  but  I  don't  think  it 
{o  would  be  practical  for  anyone  to  do  an  overlapping 

11  review  of  the  RI  and  FS  in  draft  forms.    I  wasn't 

12  really  thinking  we  were  going  to  do  that. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that  wasn't  the 

14  original  plan.    The  whole  reason  there's  any  overlap  is 

15  because  of  the  extension  of  the  RI. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     I  have  the  schedule  here 

17  which  shows  that  the  revised  draft  final  Feasibility 

18  Study  was  to  be  distributed  on  December  29th,  and  the 

19  comments  due  on  January  30th. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That  was  the  original 

21  schedule. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    The  RI  comments  were  due 

23  when,  on  that? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     January  12th. 
h  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:    You  know,  I  concur  with 
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Bob.    I  think  these  are  really  important  documents,  and 
once  the  RI  deadline  has  been  established  and  there  has 
been  the  submittal  of  comments,  that's  when  you  really 
begin  the  Feasibility  Study  comment  period. 

BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    What's  interesting  about 
the  discussion  here  is  there's  been  a  real  focus  on  a 

7  deadline  and  dates.    And  as  I  listen  to  this,  as  an 

8  educator,  as  many  of  you  do,  to  me,  the  issue  of 

9  process  comes  to  the  fore.    And  it  concerns  me,  that 

10  for  such  an  important  document,  as  I've  listened  to  the 

11  terrain  and  thought  about  the  way  the  business  has  been 

12  done,  the  delivering  of  highly  technical,  statistical 

13  data,  in  the  format  that's  been  used,  even  if  it  was 

14  practical,  without  any  contextual  interpretation, 

15  without  having  it  embedded  in  anything,  and  without  any 

16  sort  of  critical  review  of  it,  makes  the  information 

17  accessible  only  to  those  people  who  read  that  very 

18  arcane  language  and  it  exists  without  the  need  for, 

19  what  I  call,  interpretive  commentary.    And  so  if  the 

20  process  that  has  been  set  up  here  has  been  established 

21  to  deliver  the  information  and  expect  people  then  to 

22  comment  without  having  the  benefit  of  what  is  an 

23  ordinary  seminar  arrangement,  where  you  sit  and  say, 

24  "Well,  what  did  the  document  say?    And  what  does  it 

25  mean  to  us?    And  what  are  some  questions  I  might  want 
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1  to  ask  about  this?"    And  that  part  of  the  process  seems 

2  to  be  missing  in  the  way  this  body  conducts  its 

3  business,  even  though  there  are  very  important  small 
41      iversations  that  go  on. 

5  And  what  I  heard  the  Installation  Board  proposing 

is  that  there  is  another  layer  that  needs  to  be  done. 
It's  that  discussion  about  what  does  it  mean.    So  I 
want  to  say  that  we  do  seem  to  be  getting  knee  deep  in 
water,  and  we  have  don't  have  any  boots  on.    Why  don't 

0  we  do  something  about  that?    I  do  think  some  action 

1  should  to  be  taken  on  this  comment  so  that  the  whole 
1j2  issue  of  civic  interest  and  public  interest  is  served, 

13  so  that  the  political  process  is  taken  care  of,  and 

14  that  seems  to  be  missing  in  the  way  it's  been  done. 

15  This  is  not  meant  to  be  any  sort  of  criticism.  It 

16  sounds  very  critical,  but  it  is  not  meant  as  a  shot  at 

17  any  organization  or  anybody.    I  simply  don't  think  that 

18  business  is  being  done  efficiently  or  well,  as  it  might 

19  be. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    That's  a  good  comment.  I 

21  would  just  like  to  make  an  observation.  Joan's 

22  question  a  while  back  was,  why  not  an  additional  two 

23  weeks?    And  in  all  of  the  verbiage,  that  question,  I 

24  don't  think,  really  got  an  answer.    And  in  the  absence 

25  of  an  answer  or  explanation  to  that  question,  most  of 
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1  the  people  in  this  room  are  not  going  to  be  convinced 

2  that  it's  not  a  good  idea  to  have  an  extra  two  weeks. 

3  I  know  you  got  into  a  lot  of  talk,  David,  but  I  don't 

4  think  you  actually  answered  the  question.    Why  not  an 

5  additional  two  weeks? 

6  I  know  when  we  talked  about  this  in  our  meetings, 

7  there  was  this  ultimate  deadline  related  to  the 

8  contracting.    Maybe  you  could  take  another  stab  at 

9  explaining. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Maybe  I  could  just 

11  rephrase  my  response  that  there  wasn't  an  additional 

12  two  weeks  beyond  the  two  weeks  because  based  on  the 

13  ability  of  the  regulatory  agencies  to  respond  to  the 

14  document,  there  didn't  seem  to  be  a  need  to  go  beyond 

15  the  26th.    And  because  we  wanted  to  make  sure  that  we 

16  got  the  comments  from  the  public  at  the  same  time  that 

17  we  got  the  comments  from  the  regulatory  community,  we 

18  kept  those  dates  the  same.    So  that's  why. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    You  know,  it  seems  to  me 

20  that  if  the  public  needs  two  more  weeks  than  the 

21  regulators  need,  for  a  comment  period,  I  don't  see  what 

22  choice  there  is  but  to  give  them  two  more  weeks.  And 

23  the  BCT  has  to  consider  that.    I  guess  I'm  kind  of 

24  saying  the  same  thing  as  Joan.    If  it's  really  that 

25  important  to  people,  what  does  that  two  weeks  mean  to 
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us  at  this  point?    There's  going  to  be  a  lot  of 
comments  on  the  RI.    It's  going  to  take  a  while  to  work 
them  all  out,  and  then  there's  going  to  be  --  it  is 
going  to  boil  down  to  a  lot  of  give  and  take  discussion 
and  it's  not  going  to,  in  reality,  fit  into  these 
deadlines  as  nicely  as  we  would  all  like  it  to.  I 
mean,  what's  the  difference  if  they  take  two  more  weeks 
to  review  it?   We  get  our  comment  in  as  soon  as  we  can. 
I  don't  know  how  you  feel  about  it,  Michael. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Well,  I  guess  I  get  back 
to  Joan's  question.    I  mean,  is  there  a  good  reason  why 
not  an  additional  two  weeks  beyond  the  26th?    I  haven't 
heard.    That's  what  I  was  wondering. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Is  there  a  contractual 
impact  by  delaying  comments  for  you  guys  to  work  on 
this  in  revising  the  RI,  say,  to  sometime  in  February? 

MR.  SCHMIDT:  There  is  a  contractual  period 
of  performance.  I'm  not  sure  if  that  can  be  modified 
or  not.  Our  current  period  of  performance  expires  in 
June. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  that  period  of 
performance  is  through  the  record  of  decision,  correct? 
MR.  SCHMIDT:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  every  delay  that  we 
make  along  the  way  pushes  the  probability  of  exceeding 
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1  their  contractual  window  for  doing  this  work  out.  And 

2  I  can  tell  you  right  now  there  is  no  more  money  to  do 

3  any  more  of  this  work. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Also,  the  other  point 

5  is  from  a  remedial  action  standpoint,  a  two  week  delay 

6  now  means  a  two  week  delay  later  on.    So  if  Park 

7  Service  wants  the  Army  out  sooner,  we  are  out  two  weeks 

8  Later.    I  mean,  it's  not  two  weeks  is  the  only  thing  in 

9  the  entire  world,  but  there's  been  a  lot  of  these 

10  delays;  it's  just  another  delay.    You  can  look  at  it 

11  that  way. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  I  don't  think 

13  the  time  of  the  Army  leaving  is  a  major  concern. 

14  On  this  issue  of  the  ROD  contract,  I  mean,  I  don't 

15  have  the  contract  in  front  of  me,  but  I  would  imagine 

16  there  are  ways  to  extend  it  two  weeks  or  have  it 

17  continued,  or  whatever.    I  reaLize  that  there  are  costs 

18  associated  with  more  time,  as  well.    I  guess  that's 

19  very  insignificant  costs  for  the  time  period  we  are 

20  talking  about. 

21  In  other  words,  if  the  ROD  came  out  on  August  1st, 

22  or  whenever  it's  going  to  come  out,  as  a  result,  I 

23  would  bet  that  the  contract  system  allows  for  some  way 

24  to  do  that. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I 'm  sure  it  does 
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I  too,  I  just  don't  know  what  it  is. 
Just  to  come  to  some  closure  on  one  issue  with 

regards  to  the  overlap  of  these  two  documents.  If 
Michael  or  Roberta  --  and  I'll  take  the  responsibility 
for  speaking  for  Romy  here,  if  you  are  in  concurrence 
with  the  concerns  of  the  community  here  that  with  the 
RI  comments  being  due  on  the  26th  of  January,  then  the 
FS  comment  period  would  be  from  29  January  to  29 

9  February,  which  means  it  would  start  after  the  RI 

10  comments  are  due.    The  FS  comment  period  will  start 

II  after  the  RI  comments  are  due  with  that  30-day  window. 

12  And  then  the  BCT  will  continue  to  discuss  this  issue  of 

13  extending  the  RI  for  another  time  period.    We  will  say 

14  right  now  two  weeks  from  the  26th.    And  we  will  look  at 

15  the  impact,  the  contractual  impacts,  that  Mike  Schmidt 

16  brought  up  and  see  how  that  comes  into  play  with 

17  relation  to  your  need  to  have  this  additional  time  to 

18  review  the  document. 

19  And  hopefully  we  can  provide  some  type  of  response 

20  out  to  the  field  tomorrow  or  Thursday.    And  that's  a 

21  commitment  you  have  from  us  tonight. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    So,  as  I  understand,  we 

23  have  a  later  start  date  for  the  FS  as  of  tonight.  And 

24  this  other  point  you'll  bring  back  to  the  table 
:5  tomorrow? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    To  discuss 

2  extending  the  RI  for  another  two  weeks. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  just  wanted  to  add  a 

4  few  more  points  in  support  of  why  it  would  be  good  to 

5  have  the  extension  of  two  weeks  for  the  RI.    One  is,  I 

6  think  some  of  the  non-committee  members  mentioned  they 

7  found  that  there  was  some  issue  of  readability  and  they 

8  will  have  to  work  to  meet  the  deadline  of  the  26th. 

9  So,  the  additional  two  weeks  beyond  the  deadline  for 

10  committee  does  not  seem  unreasonable  from  that 

11  perspective. 

12  And  secondly,  I  have  often  found  helpful  the 

13  review  of  the  comments  of  the  regulators  to  see  how  I 

14  would  want  to  add  to  those  comments  to  supplement  them 

15  rather  than  be  redundant. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  would  like  to  say 

17  that  I  think  that's  a  very  good  point.    Because  we  need 

18  to  see  what  the  experts  have  to  say  first  before  we  can 

19  decide  whether  or  not  enough  was  done.    What  are  the 

20  criteria  whether  enough  was  remedially  investigated? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    I  was  wanting  to  make 

22  the  clarification  that  he  made  on  what  it  was  that 

23  David  had  said. 

24  The  other  thing  I  just  wanted  to  add  as  a  context 

25  overall.    As  a  project  manager  I  can  tell  you  that. 
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1  early  on,  in  different  stages,  a  small  time  slippage 

2  doesn't  seem  like  it's  any  big  deal,  but  it  often  has 

3  big  consequences  toward  the  end.    As  a  contractor  you 

4  sometimes  get  caught  in  the  middle.    So  you  want  to 

5  have  an  appreciation  for  what  looks  like  a  two-week 

6  delay,  that  it  has  a  ripple  effect  down  the  road  that 

7  oftentimes  it's  hard  to  predict,  even  at  this  point. 

8  So  I  just  want  to  give  an  appreciation.    There's  a 

9  lot  of  unforeseen  consequences  for  any  kind  of  delays, 

10  justified  or  otherwise. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD :    Can  I  just  have  one 

12  clarification  about  what  you  said,  David?    If  tomorrow 

13  you  decided  to  extend  it,  one  week  or  two  weeks, 

1|4  whatever,  then  the  FS  comment  period  would  commence 
15  from  that  date? 

!6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    We  have  to 

7  switch  it  and  move  the  FS  again,  because  that 
8  principle,  I  think,  we  are  all  agreed  on. 
9  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    And  whatever  you 

20  decide  on  tomorrow  will  be  faxed  out,  that  would  be 

21  great. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Could  I  just  comment 

23  organizationally  on  Jane's  comment?    Because,  I  think 

24  she  has  a  good  point  that  should  be  in  the  long  run. 

25  But  in  the  short  term  I  think  it's  very  important  for 
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1  us  to  keep  focused  on  making  comments  on  the  RI  as  best 

2  we  can.    And  I  just  want  to  suggest  to  my  fellow 

3  citizen  members  who  aren't  scientists  that  in  the  short 

4  term,  the  Main  Installation  Committee  is  actually  a 

5  very  good  way  to  discuss  the  content  and  what 

6  conclusions  you  might  draw  because  it  has  both 

7  scientist  and  other  types  on  it.    And  for  me,  that's  a 

8  very  useful  way  to  find  out  about  it,  and  I  feel  that  I 

9  can  make  some  comments  on  the  RI  if  I  have  the  benefit 

10  of  another  committee  meeting,  and  possibly  another 

11  informal  study  before  that,  and  then  a  few  days  after 

12  that  committee  meeting  to  put  together  my  thoughts  from 

13  my  point  of  view.    I  guess,  personally,  I  would  prefer 

14  just  a  few  more  days  after  January  26th,  even  the  31st 

15  would  give  me  more  time  to  assemble  my  thoughts  after 

16  that  last  meeting  on  the  23rd. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    From  our  perspective,  we 

18  need  to  see  a  minimum  of  three  weeks,  just  speaking  for 

19  myself. 

20  And  with  regard  to  the  comment  about  schedules  of 

21  slippage.    I  sit  on  five  RABs.    I  have  staff  members 

22  that  go  to  these  RAB  committee  meetings  and  review  the 

23  documents,  and  we  have  been  doing  this  now  on  a  variety 

24  basis  since  1989.    And  slips  happen  all  over  the  place. 

25  They  are  the  nature  of  the  beast.    And  so,  for  us  to 


Page  12 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

t 
f 

15 
16 
17 
18 
^9 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


49 

worry  about  the  kind  of  disjuncture  that  it's  going  to 
cause  in  the  process,  I  think  has  to  be  counterweighted 
with  a  balance  of  having  adequate  study  of  a  good 
-ument,  and  a  good  plan,  and  exit  date  that's  met 
ch  appropriate  action.    And  so,  from  our  perspective, 
the  two  weeks  that  we  are  asking  for  now,  that  Bob  is 
asking  for,  and,  of  course,  I'm  asking  for  more,  is 
little  enough  to  give  considering  the  amount  of  time 
that  we  have  spent  now  in  this  process  since  many  of  us 
have  been  sitting  on  a  technical  review  committee  of 
this  Presidio  since  1990. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  Without 
objection,  I  think  most  of  this  subject  has  been  wrung 
out,  and  perhaps  it  would  be  a  convenient  moment  to 
take  a  break  and  return  in  15. 

(At  this  point  there  was  a  break  taken.) 
FACILITATOR  KERN:    Sol,  if  you  could  make 
those  comments. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Many  of  us  have  been 
working  on  this  RAB  for  quite  some  time,  or  have  worked 
on  other  RABs,  develop  close  relationships  with  our 
colleagues,  because  we  work  together,  we  look  at  these 
documents,  we  talk.    And  when  you  really  take  this  job 
seriously,  you  do  develop  strong  bonds  with  people. 
And  I  think  most  of  us  have  had  an  opportunity  to  meet 
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1  Sol  Levine  and  developed  a  rapport  with  Sol.    And  while 

2  many  of  us  --  and  for  those  of  you  who  don't  know,  the 

3  Army  was  on  kind  enough  to  send  out  an  announcement 

4  notifying  us  about  that,  and  I'm  very  grateful  for 

5  that. 

6  For  those  of  us  who  have  known  Sol,  he  sits  there, 
he  gives  you  his  opinion,  he  worked  really  hard.  So 

8    for  those  of  us  who  have  been  very,  very  closely 
involved  with  him,  it  came  as  quite  a  shock,  not 

10  because  he  wasn't  burning  the  candle  at  both  ends,  but 

11  because  he  felt  it  was  so  important  that  he  keep  this 

12  burning  going  on,  and  he  did  approach  his  work  with  a 

13  burning  desire  to  do  some  good.    And  those  people,  like 

14  ourselves,  form  the  basis  of  the  future  for  these 

15  installations  that  we  are  working  on.    And  so  when  we 

16  lose  somebody  like  that,  we  lose  somebody  that's  very, 

17  very  important,  sort  of  the  pearl  in  the  necklace  that 

18  we  all  make  on  these  RABs. 

19  So  I  would  like  to  propose  a  couple  of  things. 

20  One  is,  I  would  like  to  propose  that  we  give  a  moment 

21  of  silence  in  memory  of  Sol. 

22  And  secondly,  I  was  going  to  write  a  letter  to  his 

23  family  --  we  have  been  in  contact  with  them,  and  in 

24  their  own  fashion  they  have  made  arrangements  and  are 

25  dealing  with  things.    But  they  would  like  to  hear  from 
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us.    And  with  your  lead,  I  would  propose  that  I  could 
write  a  letter  and  a  card  and  send  them  along  with  all 
of  our  sympathies  obtained  at  the  next  meeting,  so  they 
could  know  how  important  it  was  for  us  to  have  that 
experience  with  Sol,  to  know  him.    And  as  we  think,  as 
we  take  this  moment  of  silence,  I  would  just  like  to 
say,  think  about  how  important  we  all  are  to  this 
process,  each  and  every  one  of  us.    Because  we  all  do 
contribute  to  this  future,  and  if  we  could  find  ways  to 
work  this  process  better,  as  Sol  would  have  us  do,  then 
I  think  we  will  be  done  with  this  process  faster,  and 
with  a  cleaner  facility,  and  with  all  of  the  goals  that 
we  have  in  mind  for  this  great  park  that  we  are  hoping 
to  create  here. 

So,  if  that's  okay  with  people,  I  will  write  the 
letter  and  bring  it,  and,  Doug,  up  to  you  about  the 
moment . 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLL  I :     I  share  that  view,  and  I 
suggest  we  endorse  it. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Then  without  objection, 
Saul,  if  you  would  go  ahead  and  do  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  I'm  not  good  at 
se  silences,  so  if  we  could  just  start. 

(There  was  a  moment  of  silence  in  honor  of 
past  Boardmember  Sol  Levine.) 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    David  mentioned  to  me  that 

2  he  would  like  to  give  the  folks  from  Versar  an 

3  opportunity  to  speak  about  their  asbestos  survey. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:     Just  to  close  out  the 

5  discussion  about  the  committee  meeting.    The  Main 

6  Installation  Committee  will  meet  here  on  the  23rd.  I 

7  assume  that  the  schedule  for  having  this  room  is  still 

8  the  same. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  some  of  us 

10  thought  that  it  would  be  good  to  have  an  additional 

11  informal  meeting  before  the  study  group  meeting.  Some 

12  of  us  who  wanted  to  learn  more  about  these  subjects. 

13  And  I  propose  to  have  it  on  the  16th,  the  Tuesday 

14  beforehand.    And  if  there  are  a  number  of  us,  we  could 

15  even  divide  into  smaller  groups  according  to  the  four 

16  or  five  topics  that  Bob  outlined.    If  there  aren't 

17  enough  of  us  we  could  all  together  talk  about  those 

18  four  or  five  topics  so  we  could  be  even  more  informed 

19  before  the  meeting  of  the  23rd. 

20  Perhaps  I  could  ask,  who  would  be  interested  in 

21  coming  to  such  a  meeting  on  the  16th?    So  it  looks  like 

22  about  eight  or  so. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    And,  just  to  remind 

24  also,  the  government  agencies,  that's  how  we  used  to 

25  have  committee  meetings,  and  it's  great  and  even 
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1  improved  meetings  when  you  are  there.    And  that's 

2  another  way  of  giving  feedback  on  the  RI  meeting.  So 

3  it's  not  intended  at  all  to  be  just  a  community  members 

4  meeting. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.    All  right.  I 

6  think  we  are  ready  to  move  ahead. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  have  Lee  Sesler  and 

8  Dan  Leford  form  Versar.    I  just  wanted  them  to  take  a 

9  couple  of  quick  minutes  to  give  you  a  status  report  on 
■jo  what's  happening  with  the  lead-base  paint  survey  and 

11  reports. 

12  MR.  LEFORD:    This  is  Lee  Sesler.    I  don't 

13  think  Lee  has  been  at  one  of  the  RABs  before.    Lee  is 

14  our  field  supervisor,  running  the  asbestos  and 

15  lead-base  paint  survey,  so  he  gets  all  the  headaches 

16  out  here  for  keeping  all  the  crews  going. 

17  Just  real  briefly.    We  have  completed  all  of  the 

18  asbestos  surveys;  we  completed  those  last  month.  We 
^9  recently  completed  all  of  the  lead-base  paint  surveys. 

20  There  were  a  few  buildings  and  sites  that  we  did  turn 

21  in  that  we  just  could  not  get  access  to.    We  just 

22  recently  delivered  a  few  more  on  the  asbestos,  to  David 

23  here,  just  this  week.    That  should  wrap  up  those 

24  notifications. 

25  The  report-writing  process,  we  are  delivering  our 
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1  first  set  of  reports  tomorrow.    This  week,  which  will 

2  be  the  first  77  buildings,  and  we  will  be  providing 

3  those  to  the  people  who  are  on  the  list  to  get  those, 

4  and  we  will  be  updating  them  ourselves.    So  they  won't 

5  come  in  from  order  --  from  Building  No.  1  all  the  way 

6  through  Building  No.  18,  whatever.    So  we  will  be 

7  updating  those.    But  we  do  expect  quite  a  few  storage 

8  spaces,  for  those  who  are  going  to  need  copies  of  that. 

9  Right  now  we  are  estimating  about  143  three-inch 

10  binders,  and  that's  about  42  feet.    So  if  you  are 

11  planning  on  space,  that  will  give  you  an  idea  there. 

12  But  that  doesn't  include  the  asbestos,  the  lead-base 

13  paint,  the  residential,  and  the  preliminary  soil 

14  sampling.    All  of  those  will  be  individual  reports  by 

15  building  number. 

16  We  expect  to  wrap  up  the,  probably  95  percent  of 

17  all  reports  by  the  end  of  February.    So  we  are  in  the 

18  major  process  of  report  writing. 

19  Last  month,  or  the  month  before  last,  we  reported 

20  to  you  that  we  were  going  to  add  some  CAD  people.  We 

21  have  brought  another  sub-contractor  for  CAD  work,  and 

22  we  added  two  more  people  from  the  Versar  group,  so  we 

23  have  got  probably  ten  CAD  operators  working  full  time 

24  on  drawings  to  get  that  back  on  track. 

25  So  we  feel  pretty  comfortable  where  we  are  right 
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BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    What's  the  status  for  the 
imminent  hazard  abatement?    Is  that  in  progress? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  think  we  can  defer 
that  to  Rich  Johns,  from  IT. 

MR.  JOHNS:    We  started  the  imminent  hazardous 
waste  abatement  with  selected  buildings  that  there  were 
constraints  on.    Our  intention  was  to  pick  up  right 
after  Christmas.    We  delayed  that  because  of  access  to 
the  buildings,  and  the  16th  we  intend  to  be  back  and 
continue  with  the  abatement. 

Right  now  we  are  looking  at  that,  continuing  into 
the  early  part  of  March. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Is  there  an  executive 
summary  of  the  143  binders? 

MR.  LEFORD:    There  will  be,  and  that  will  be 
the  last  thing  that  we  will  provide. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    And,  when  is  that? 

MR.  LEFORD:    Probably  in  mid  March  before  we 
finalize  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    And  you'll  be 
distributing  that  also,  David,  or  is  Versar  going  to 
distribute  the  executive  summary? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    On  the  lead-base  paint. 
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1  what  does  that  involve,  buildings  in  the  park? 

2  MR.  LEFORD:    That's  the  residential  and  child 

3  care  facility,  interior  and  exterior.    Only  residential 

4  and  chi Id  care. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.     I  think  we  are 

6  ready  to  move  on  to  Item  No.  4,  unless  there  are  any 

7  other  items  that  people  want  to  bring  up. 

8  The  person  that  would  have  been  able  to  speak  on 

9  Item  A,  I  believe,  is  not  here  tonight,  so  Item  A  we 

10  will  not  be  able  to  discuss. 

11  Item  B,  C  and  D,  I'd  like  to  check  in  with  Thomas 

12  Appling,  to  see  if  he  has  received  any  nominations  for 

13  any  of  those  positions. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    I  have  yet  to  receive 

15  any  nominations,  so  I'm  not  sure  if  people  are 

16  interested  in  this  process  or  what. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  that  in  December 

18  there  were  quite  a  few  --  fewer  people  in  attendance, 

19  so  it's  not  surprising. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:     I  know  that  because  of 

21  the  holidays  and  because  of  our  concentrating  on  other 

22  things  the  word  may  not  have  gotten  out,  what  we  are 

23  trying  to  do  with  that. 

24  I  have  set  out  for  you  a  list  of  all  the  people 

25  who  are  on  the  committees.    We  are  interested  in 
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seeking  nominations  for  somebody  to  be  a  co-chair,  I 
believe  is  one.    Also,  for  someone  to  take  our  minutes. 
And  I  think  there  was  one  other,  wasn't  there? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    It  was  the  alternate 
jinum'ty  co-chair. 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    So,  if  you  have 
somebody  that  you  would  like  to  recommend  to  fill  these 
positions,  or  you  would  like  to  nominate  them  for  those 
positions,  if  you  could  send  that  nomination  to  me  in 
care  of  my  office,  then  I  will  be  able  to  formulate 
that  and  send  that  to  the  next  RAB. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    And,  Thomas  mentioned  a 
revised  committee  list,  he's  presented  that.    I  have 
some  additional  names  that  were  given  to  me  tonight  for 
various  committees,  and  we  will  keep  updating  that.  We 
have  a  revised  roster.    I  have  now  a  somewhat  redundant 
schedule  of  meetings. 

BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD :    I  just  wanted  to 
mention,  for  the  23rd,  the  Main  Installation  meeting. 
You  don't  have  to  be  a  member  of  the  Main  Installation. 
If  everybody  here  tonight  also  showed  up  for  that,  and 
all  we  did  was  talk  about  that  RI,  that  would  be  a 
productive  evening.    And  on  the  23rd,  it's  going  to  be 
here  at  7:00. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    What's  going  around  is  my 
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1  own  attempt  --  this  is  not  from  a  committee.    It  was, 

2  as  I  mentioned  at  the  last  meeting,  that  I  would  put 

3  together  a  schedule  of  meetings.    And  I  really  didn't 

4  have  much  of  a  chance  to  run  this  by  anybody,  so  this 

5  is  purely  as  an  individual,  trying  to  improve  this 

6  process . 

7  And  it  looks  like  Julia  and  I  were  sort  of 

8  thinking  the  same  thing.    On  January  16th,  a  possible 

9  committee  meeting,  or  as  she  put  it,  a  working-group 

10  meeting,  and  that  was  previously  what  I  was  thinking. 

11  It  wouLd  be  a  good  opportunity  for  people  to  spend  an 

12  extra  meeting  to  get  together. 

13  January  23rd,  I'm  proposing  that  there  might  be 

14  several  opportunities  for  all  the  various  committees  to 

15  get  together,  depending  on  your  interests  in  the 

16  various  committees.    I  know  that  some  of  you  actually 

17  are  not  on  technical  review  committees,  but  have 

18  indicated  interest  in  the  education  and  outreach.  And 

19  so  we  could  all  meet  in  this  room  and  have  various 

20  portions  of  the  room.    Perhaps  people  could  even  go 

21  back  and  forth  between  the  various  committees. 

22  It  says  in  our  Charter  it  can  be  something  that  we 

23  chose  to  do  or  not  to  do,  depending  on  how  it  works  for 

24  us.    But  it  says  in  the  Charter  that  we  shall  select  a 

25  committee  chairperson.    And  so  that  might  be  something 
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people  decide  to  do.    Really,  the  purpose  there  is  to 
function  to  help  communications,  it's  really  not  to  run 
anything  or  to  be  a  dictator  or  anything,  just  to  help 
facilitate  communications,  as  Harry  does  a  tremendous 
job  with  the  Underground  Storage  Committee. 

There  are  a  couple  of  other  items  on  here.  We  no 
longer  have  a  quorum.  So  I  will  have  to  put  off  these 
items  again.  But  the  major  item  has  been  this  ongoing 
discussion  item.  The  more  stringent  member-attendance 
requirement. 

My  count  has  it  that  at  one  point  we  had  18 
members  here,  and  that  was  enough.    But  if  it's  the 
will  of  the  group  to  make  a  decision,  or  at  least  a 
recommendation,  regarding  this  attendance  policy,  we 
could  certainly  go  ahead. 

The  attendance  policy,  as  it  reads,  has  to  do  with 
participation.    And  there  was  discussion,  at  one  point, 
about  trying  to  get  people  here  so  we  could  have  enough 
of  a  quorum  to  conduct  business  and  take  votes.  So 
what  it  says: 

"After  three  consecutive  absences,  or 
four  absences  from  monthly  meetings, 
RAB  members  will  be  placed  on  a 
sabbatical  list  or  inactive  list.  The 
members  in  question  will  receive  a 
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1  letter  notifying  them  of  their  status. 

2  Members  must  notify  the  entire 

3  selection  committee  about  their 

4  situation  if  they  wish  the  committee 

5  to  consider  returning  them  to  active 

6  status.    The  selection  committee  may 

7  consider  a  member's  committee 

8  participation,  RAB  contribution,  or  any 

9  other  circumstances  determining  a  RAB 

10  member's  continuing  status.    If  a  RAB 

11  member  on  the  sabbatical  list  misses 

12  two  additional  meetings,  without  having 

13  contacted  the  selection  committee,  the 

14  RAB  member  will  be  automatically 

15  dropped  from  membership." 

16  And  the  idea  behind  this  is  we  have  several  people 

17  out  there  who  have  not  been  here  for  many  months,  and 

18  they  have  been  sent  letters  and  people  have  called  them 

19  on  the  phone.    We  have  made  a  big  effort  to  put  people 

20  on  the  RAB  that  are  interested  in  participating.  And 

21  we  have  had  several  hundred  people  that  were  willing  to 

22  participate.    So  it  seems  appropriate  that  we  get  those 

23  individuals  who  are  willing  to  be  here  at  the 

24  appropriate  times. 

25  That's  the  idea  behind  this  policy.    It's  not 
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1  meant  to  be  so  strict  that  we  are  going  to 

2  automatically  get  rid  of  people  that  we  want  to  keep, 
but  that  we  have  some  discretion  to  make  room  for  new 
people. 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     Just  to  clarify.  It 
says,  "Any  of  four  absences."    Is  this  over  the  entire 
duration  of  the  RAB? 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Over  a  year.    That's  what 

9  this  should  say,  calendar  year. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  know  the  position  that 

11  I'm  holding  now  is  an  alternate.    I  consider  it  more  to 

12  be  a  position  of  the  organization  that  I'm 

13  representing,  and  there  are  actually  three  individuals 

14  who  sit  in  this  chair.    Would  that  be  allowed  under 

15  this  revision? 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes. 

17  Other  comments  or  ideas  regarding  this  policy? 

18  Does  it  seem  fair  to  people? 

{?  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Is  it  the  intention  of 

20  the  proposal  that  any  individual  who  had  been  put  on 

21  notice  regarding  the  status  would  have  to  actually  call 

22  each  member  of  the  committee  and  advise  them,  or  any 

23  member  of  the  committee? 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    That  was  the  idea,  because 

25  there  was,  within  the  selection  committee,  an  issue 
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1  going  on.    "Well,  I  have  talked  to  so  and  so."  And 

2  then  nothing  would  happen  about  that  person.    "Oh,  they 

3  still  want  to  be  on."    So  you  kind  of  let  it  go.  I'm 

4  referring  to  Bennett  Horenstein.    A  couple  of  people 

5  spoke  with  him,  and  he  said,  "Oh,  I'd  like  to  be  on." 

6  And,  therefore,  we  kind  of  give  him  the  leniency,  and 

7  it  turned  out  he  really  didn't  want  to  do  it.    So  that 

8  is  intentional,  that  somebody  would  have  to  contact  -- 

9  I  think  there  are  four  people  on  that  committee  right 

10  now.    It  kind  of  makes  them  work  a  little  bit. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  think  this  seems 

12  fair,  and  I  know  a  lot  of  thought  and  discussion  has 

13  already  gone  into  it.    I  think  it  gives  someone  every 

14  opportunity,  who  really  wants  to,  to  remain  on  the 

15  Board. 

16  So  I  would  almost  be  ready  to  move  that  we  either 

17  vote  to  accept  it,  if  we  have  a  quorum,  and  if  not, 

18  that  we  vote  to  recommend  accepting  it. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I'll  second  that. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     Is  that  assuming 

21  there's  a  meeting  once  a  month? 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN :    Yes.     It's  absences  from 

23  monthly  meetings.    That  was  the  idea,  in  case  there  was 

24  a  scheduling  of  multiple  meetings. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Last  month  I  didn't  know 
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about  the  meeting  until  the  day  of  the  meeting,  even 
though  Michael  said  something  to  me  about  it.    This  is 
very  valuable,  having  this  schedule. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    This  date,  the  regularly 
scheduled  date  of  the  meeting,  this  is  not  static;  it 
floats.    And  I'm  sort  of  interested  in  finding  out  if 
there  is  a  consensus  on  when,  during  the  month,  the 

8  meeting  will  be.    Because  it  has  had  an  affect  on  my 

9  ability  to  attend,  from  time  to  time,  because  it 

10  conflicts  oftentimes  with  a  date  in  which  I  chair  a 

11  neighborhood  association  meeting.  In  the  middle  of  the 
1j2  month  it  is  not  a  problem,  and  I'd  sort  of  like  to  nail 

13  down  what  the  expectations  can  be,  or  would  be,  in 

14  terms  of  a  specific  date  during  the  month. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    It's  my  understanding  that 

6  we  have  scheduled  for  this  meeting  for  the  second 

7  Tuesday  of  the  month.    And  we  would  also  schedule 

8  committee  meetings  on  the  fourth  Tuesday. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLER0Y:    Some  of  the  other 
0  organizations  I'm  in,  there  is  the  issue  of  excused 

21  absences,  where  people  phone  in  beforehand  knowing  that 

22  there  is  a  conflict.    Have  you  thought  about 

23  incorporating  that,  or  you  figure  that  four  absences  is 

24  four  absences,  excused  or  not? 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  discussed  the  issue  of 
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1  excused  versus  the  unexcused,  and  the  thought  of  the 

2  overhead  of  trying  to  keep  track  of  all  that.    It  seems 

3  that  the  people  who  really  care  are  here,  and  it's  just 

4  really  a  non-issue,  that  it's  just  something  for  people 

5  to  use. 

6  It  would  seem  that  we  have  a  rather  large  number 

7  of  people  here.    We  should  at  least  take  a  vote.  I'm 

8  just  going  to  count,  for  the  record,  how  many  people  we 

9  have.    Seventeen  of  us. 

10  If  you  would,  without  objection,  we  could  consider 

11  this  a  simple  majority  issue,  and  let  the  rest  of  the 

12  RAB  say  that  they  don't  want  this  policy. 

13  So  it's  been  moved  and  seconded.    There  has  been 

14  some  discussion.    Is  there  any  other  discussion  about 

15  accepting  this  policy?   All  in  favor,  please,  raise 

16  your  hands.    Eighteen  in  favor,  none  opposed,  and  one 

17  abstention,  from  Boardmember  Reinhard. 

18  Now,  you'll  see  on  the  next  page  of  this  document 

19  --  this  is  not  something  to  cause  a  huge  amount  of 

20  alarm,  but  I'll  just  give  you  a  brief  background  about 

21  this.    In  calling  people,  to  see  whether  they  wanted  to 

22  sign  on  for  the  seismic  retrofit  comments  that  were 

23  produced,  a  number  of  you  were  very  proactive  in  your 

24  comments,  and  suggesting,  why  don't  we  have  the  media 

25  attend  this  meeting. 
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This  is  a  really  important  meeting  to  me,  and  I'd 
like  to  see  this  really  highlighted.    And  others  of  you 
suggested  other  things,  and  there  was  quite  a  large 
•?ctrum.    So  where  I  sort  of  came  down  in  the  middle 
all  that  was  to  present  you  with  the  idea  of  a  press 
release  regarding  that  information.    And  that  this 
press  release  could  be  the  beginnings  of  something  that 
the  education  and  outreach  committee  could  then  work 
on.    The  timing,  the  language,  how  it  would  be 
presented.    To  who.    All  the  various  issues  surrounding 
this  kind  of  thing. 

And  I  have  put  together  a  preliminary  draft  for 
your  review.    It's  not  intended  to  be  anything  other 
than  a  draft  for  your  review.    So  those  of  you  that  are 
interested  in  participating,  as  far  as  this  committee 
goes,  please,  let  me  know,  and  we  will  make  sure  that 
we  have  set  up  the  date. 

Presumably,  it  will  be  the  23rd,  or  if  there  is 
enough  interest,  we'll  set  it  up  for  a  sooner  date.  Is 
there  any  discussion  about  this? 

BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    First  of  all.  Could 
you  clarify,  more  frequently,  when  you're  speaking  as  a 
RAB  member  and  when  you're  speaking  as  a  facilitator, 
like  when  you're  speaking  on  an  item  like  this? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I'd  certainly  be  happy  to. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    What  is  the  press  list 

2  for,  this  press  release? 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    As  I  mentioned,  and  I'm 
speaking  as  an  individual,  none  of  that  has  been 
decided.    There's  nothing  here  except  the  beginnings  of 

6  something  that  could  go  to  a  committee  to  be  discussed. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     In  speaking  about 

8  press  releases,  is  there  somebody  collecting  a  press 
list,  or  where  would  it  go? 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  there  is  anyone  who 

11  would  like  to  make  a  comment  on  that,  we  would  be  happy 

12  to  hear  that. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Actually,  Doug  and  I 

14  have  had  a  conversation  about  this  and  he  had 

15  expressed,  "Well,  let's  bring  the  media  to  our 

16  meeting."    And  I  had  said  that  I  thought  that  would  be 

17  disruptive  to  the  other  business  that  we  had  to 

18  accomplish.    And  yet,  I  still  felt  this  was  something 

19  that  several  members  had  expressed  an  interest  in 

20  pursuing.    So  maybe  the  option  was  to  issue  a  press 

21  release  that  was  based  out  of  our  group,  but  not 

22  related  to,  or  sanctioned  by  the  Army,  or  whatever.  It 

23  was  like  a  compromise  between  the  two  positions.    And  I 

24  said  that  perhaps  what  we  could  do  is  take  a  few 

25  minutes  at  this  meeting  to  ask  those  people  who  have 
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1  those  kinds  of  contacts  to  participate.    So,  no,  we 

2  didn't  have  any  kind  of  predetermined  list.    We  were 

3  hoping  somebody  else  does. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    How  big  an  area  were  you 

5  looking  to  cover?   Because  I  have  a  local  list,  I  have 

6  a  statewide  list,  I  have  a  national  list.    Whatever  you 

7  would  like,  I  can  make  available  to  you. 

§  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay,  thank  you. 

?  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  was  going  to  say 

0  that  I  have  a  300  press  list. 

1  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    That  was  essentially  my 

2  idea.    That  if  somebody  here  should  have  access  to 

3  ongoing  contact.    And  what  we  could  do  is  find  a  core 

4  group  that  could  take  that  draft  language,  take  that, 

5  fine  tune  it,  and  just  do  it  as  a  press  release,  as 

6  really,  our  best  stand  and  shot,  at  communicating  this 

7  issue,  which  is  related,  but,  yet,  not  really  our 

8  responsibility. 

1|9  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  I  just  want  to  clarify 

20  my  comment  about  something  I  said,  how  you  are 

21  speaking.    We  are  taking  a  transcript,  which  is  a 

22  written  document  and  not  a  visual  document  about  who  is 
?        ing  what,  and  when.    And  that  is  part  of  the  record. 

24  ™id  there  are  people  who,  hopefully,  someday,  the 

25  public,  will  show  up  at  one  of  these  meetings  who  don't 
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1  always  know  how  we  conduct  business.    So  I  think  it  is 

2  important  to  clarify  when  presenting  an  idea, 

3  especially  like  this,  who  is  speaking. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  appreciate  that  comment, 

5  and  I'm  very  sensitive  to  it. 

6  My  efforts  were  to  say,  that  in  calling  around  to 

7  see  who  would  like  to  sign  on  to  this,  that  there  are  a 

8  variety  of  opinions  expressed.    And  this  was  an  effort 

9  to,  in  fact,  facilitate  what  that  group  wanted  to  do. 

10  So,  to  be  perfectly  specific,  I  would  be  a  member  of 

11  the  committee  that  worked  on  this,  and  then  I  was 

12  trying  to  facilitate  moving  that  project  ahead. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    One  of  the  comments  on 

14  the  initial  draft  was  the  method  of  the  press  release. 

15  If  the  comments  on  the  substance  of  the  material  was 

16  the  mean  for  providing  comments,  should  we  mail  them  to 

17  you  or  fax  them  to  you? 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Yes,  that  would  be  a 

19  start.    So  far,  my  true  intent,  and  again,  I'll  step 

20  out  of  my  role  as  facilitator. 

21  My  intent  was  not  necessarily  to  be  the  appointed 

22  person  on  this  project  at  all.    I  just  really  was 

23  trying  to  stimulate  the  idea.    Our  outreach  committee, 

24  for  example,  has  not  really  had  a  project  and  here's  a 

25  project  for  them  to  take  on,  if  they  want  to. 
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1  So  that  would  be  my  recommendation.    If  there's  no 

2  real  chairperson  of  that  committee,  as  far  as  I  know, 

3  that  would  be  the  appropriate  person  to  accept 

4  comments.    So  I'll  do  it  in  the  meantime. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    As  a  member  of  that 

6  committee,  we  haven't  met  as  yet.    And  as  an 

7  alternative,  you  can  send  comments  to  the  committee,  I 

8  would  think,  if  we  are  going  to  meet  and  decide  how  we 

9  are  going  to  set  it  up  at  that  meeting. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Speaking  as  an 

1  individual,  I  feel  that  I  want  to  talk  about  the  RI  on 

2  the  23rd,  yet  I'm  also  very  interested  in  the  outreach 

3  committee.    And  I  do  think  this  is  a  great  project  for 

4  them.    If  I'm  the  only  one  who  feels  the  conflict  then 

5  I'll  just  think  of  something  else  to  do,  but  does 

6  anybody  feel  the  same,  that  the  23rd  is  very  important 

7  to  talk  about  the  RI? 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  there's  not 

1,9  necessarily  a  deadline  for  this.    There  has  been  an 

20  official  comment  period  for  the  seismic  retrofit 

21  project.    They  will  respond  to  the  comments  in  a  matter 

22  of  time,  and  then  this  issue  will  need  to  be  dealt 

23  with.    So  it  doesn't  have  to  be  decided  on  the  23rd. 

24  It's  just  a  process  of  getting  it  moving,  having 

25  something  on  one  of  the  burners  to  keep  this  active. 
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1  So  when  the  timing  is  right,  if  the  Outreach  Committee 

2  decides  this  is  the  right  thing  to  do,  that  they  will 

3  have  that  all  ready  to  go,  they  will  have  their  media 

4  contacts,  and  when  it's  time,  they  will  shoot  it  out 

5  and  it  is  done. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Also,  the  other  thing. 

7  Typically,  a  press  release  is  supposed  to  be  short  and 

8  sweet.    It's  not  meant  to  be  definitive.    It's  not 

9  meant  to  be  very  broad  at  all.    It  is  supposed  to  be  a 

10  headsup  to  the  media.    And  then  the  media  will  take  it 

11  from  there  and  ask  the  questions  they  need,  or  not.  We 

12  weren't  expecting  this  to  be  a  long  process.  Because, 

13  we  have  a  concern.    It  was  to  voice  that  concern,  and 

14  in  a  straight  and  broad  way  as  possible,  and  then  let 

15  the  ball  go  at  that  point,  unless  something  else  came 

16  of  it. 

17  Again,  knowing  that  nobody  had  the  time  and 

18  effort,  this  was  a  side  issue  that  we  thought  was 

19  important  enough  to  do  something,  and  this  was  calling 

20  the  best  shot. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  comments? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    Maybe  on  the  23rd  the 

23  outreach,  that  outreach  and  education,  we  could  just 

24  get  together  and  meet  briefly  so  we  could  find  someone 

25  that  would  be  an  appointed  person  that  would  be  willing 
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1'    to  collect  ideas,  so  structure  would  be  in  place,  and 
2   we  could  build  on  that. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Yes.     It  could  be  a  model 
for  comments  on  a  variety  of  things. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    A  press  release  has  to 
have  a  contact  person  with  a  phone  number  or  the  press 
release  will  get  thrown  in  the  waste  basket.    And  since 
the  purpose  of  this  is  to  produce  some  action,  and 
since  it's  overwhelmingly  popular  with  the  Board  to 
0  further  the  action  that  we  are  recommending  in  the 

11  press  release,  I'm  setting  up  an  appointment  with  one 

! 

12  of  the  supervisors,  which  I'd  like  some  help  with,  to 

13  let  three  or  four  members  here  go  and  advocate. 

14  Because  we  have  supervisors  who  are  on  the  Golden  Gate 

15  Bridge  Transportation  District,  and  we  need  them  to 

16  advocate  for  this  position.    So  I  haven't  got  the  date 

17  yet,  but  they  have  promised  me  they  are  forthcoming. 

18  So  I  would  really  like  to  go  see  Jan  be  the 

19  contact  person  on  the  press  release,  if  she  would  agree 

20  to  do  that,  with  her  phone  number,  to  take  questions. 

21  And  I  need  to  know  who  is  going  to  that  meeting,  with 

22  the  first  supervisor,  to  obtain  their  assistance. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  I'd  be  happy  to  go. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    And  I  know  Jan  wanted 

25  to  go. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    It  would  depend  on  when 

2  it  was,  but  I  would  like  to  participate. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER :     I  have  been  sort  of  out 

4  of  the  loop  for  a  while  and  coming  back  here  and 

5  representing  the  City,  I'm  kind  of  curious  about  what 

6  the  Army  and  the  Park  Service's  position  is,  on  the 

7  press  release,  since  they  are  of  the  co-owners  of  this 

8  land. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    That  question  was  actually 

10  asked  briefly  at  one  of  the  prior  meetings. 

11  BOARDMEMBERS  WALKER:    And  the  position  that 

12  the  community  members  are  taking.    I  have  no  idea  what 

13  the  Park  Service  and  Army  legally  have  been  doing.  I 

14  mean,  what's  been  going  on? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    You  mean  in  terms  of  the 

16  overall  Bridge  District?    I  thought  your  question  was 

17  more  -- 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:    Well,  it's  two  parts. 

19  One  about  the  press  release. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Well,  the  press  release 

21  is  kind  of  interesting.    I  mean,  I  think  that  the  Board 

22  --  I  guess  I  would  just  say  that  the  Board  has  the 

23  right  to  issue  a  press  release,  if  that's  what  they 

24  want  to  do.    I  would  have  to  do  some  coordination  with 

25  our  press  person  so  that  she  would  able  to  answer  the 
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1  questions.    Is  that  what  you  mean? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Did  you  comment?  Did 

3  the  Park  Service  or  the  Army? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Well,  we  didn't  comment 
the  hearing.    I  wasn't  there,  but  we  were  part  of 

the  whole  function.    I  mean,  we  were  one  of  the 
agencies  sponsoring  the  action,  in  a  sense,  but  it's  on 
our  property. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  guess  what  I  mean  is, 

10  can  you  express  a  desire  to  rectify  this  problem  if 

11  you're  called  by  a  member  of  the  press?    Because  you 

12  will  be  called. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Are  you  saying,  would  we 

14  take  a  position  in  support  of  your  comments? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:  Right. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I  think  some  of  the 

17  comments  are  sort  of  the  same  comments  we  had  when  we 

18  reviewed  the  workplan  for  the  project.    On  the  other 

19  hand,  we  have  taken  the  position  that  we  are  basically 

20  going  along  with  the  Bridge  District's  Phase  1 

21  approach,  that  they  are  going  to  go  forward  and  do  this 

22  limited  action  now,  and  that  we  have  expectations  for 

23  cleanup  down  the  road. 

24  I  think  this  position  is  saying  we  want  it  all 

25  now.    And  we  are  saying  we  are  willing  to  live  with  the 
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1  fact  we  are  going  to  do  it  in  two  phases. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    If  the  Park  Service  comes 

3  forward  and  says  something  similar,  something  in 

4  support  of  this,  then  I  think  that  would  enhance  your 

5  concern  that  you  would  say  that  you  submitted  comments 

6  that  you  have  concerns  that  you  have  raised  with  the 
Bridge  District.    Then  that  would  be  sufficient  in 

8  terms  of  a  press  statement. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Does  the  Army  have  a 

10  position?    Did  they  submit  written  or  oral  comments  to 

11  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  Transportation  District? 

12  And  does  the  City  of  San  Francisco  have  a  position  of 

13  any  kind,  and  did  they  submit  any  comments?   Were  they 

14  participants  in  the  public  hearing? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  Army  didn't  submit 

16  any  comments  on  this  plan.    We  have  been  aware  of  what 

17  the  Bridge  District  is  going  to  do  there  for  some  time. 

18  And  we  fully  support  what  the  Bridge  District  is  doing 

19  with  their  two-phase  approach  to  address  contamination 

20  problems  in  their  area. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  have  a  question  about 

22  responsibility,  and  I'm  not  sure  I  quite  understand 

23  where  jurisdiction  starts  and  stops.    The  Bridge 

24  District  has  responsibility  for  the  bridge,  to  some 

25  point,  and  then  does  not  CalTrans  have  a  responsibility 
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for  parts  of  the  approaches  to  the  bridge  that  are 
independent  of  the  Bridge  District  itself?    So  that  in 
doing  the  seismic  retrofit,  the  Bridge  District  is 
doing  work  on  CalTrans  property? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Negative.    The  real 
estate  jurisdiction  --  I  mean,  we  have  to  look  at  the 
map.    Basically,  you  have  of  the  toll  plaza  on  the 
south  end,  and  then  you  have  the  north  end  of  the 
bridge  there's  a  certain  similar  area  that  makes  up  the 
Bridge  District  real  estate  boundaries.    And  then  all 
the  other  approaches  are  CalTrans'  responsibility. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    And  is  the  seismic 
retrofit  a  joint  effort  between  CalTrans  and  the  Bridge 
District? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    It's  two  completely 
separate  agencies,  two  complete  separate  retrofit 
programs.    But  they  are  being  done  concurrently, 
because  it  makes  sense  to  do  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    But  in  terms  of  the 
lead-contamination  that  has  accrued  to  the  surrounding 
areas,  both  CalTrans  and  the  Bridge  District  are 
jointly  responsible  for  their  respective  segments? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  they  are 
..idividually  responsible  for  their  respective  sections, 
yes.    And  they  have  their  own  set  of  regulators 
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1  providing  oversight  to  those  projects.    So  there's 

2  representatives  from  DTSC  for  the  CalTrans  part,  and 

3  representatives  from  DTSC  for  the  Bridge  District  part. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     Is  it  theoretically 

5  possible  that  each  of  these  agencies  could  come  up  with 

6  completely  different  findings? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    They  did. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  think  that  from  a 

9  casual  observer,  that  this  simply  lights  a  fire  of 

10  outrage  under  those  of  us  that  live  in  proximity  of 

11  these  areas  and  watch  this  nonsense  going  on.    I  mean, 

12  when  you  take  into  consideration  the  magnitude  and  the 

13  intensity  of  the  Army's  effort  to  clean  up  the  toxics 

14  and  contamination  in  the  Presidio,  and  you  see 

15  something  as  ludicrous  as  the  Bridge  District  and 

16  CalTrans  failing  to  recognize  immediately  a 

17  responsibility  of  such  magnitude,  this,  I  think,  what 

18  prompts  something  like  this.    And  this  is  no  reflection 

19  on  the  Army,  at  least  not  from  my  perspective.  You 

20  become  involved  and  caught  up  in  what  we  have  going  on 

21  here  in  focusing  on  contamination,  and  are  not  able  to 

22  see  results  with  respect  to  a  large  contaminant  in  the 

23  park. 

24  And  I  know  from  my  perspective,  I  moved  to  support 

25  this  press  release  based  on  frustration  more  than 
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1  anything. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  think  it's  good  that  it 

3  puts  the  Bridge  District  on  notice,  even  if  they  do 
segments  of  work  in  two  phases.    There  are  people  out 
there  that  have  expectations,  and  they  will  come  more 
in  line  with  cleanup  levels  that  the  Army  and  CalTrans 
are  using,  and  what  they  are  using  in  Phase  1.  It's 
good  to  know  that  there  is  a  constituency  out  there 

9    that's  taking  another  step. 

1^0  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN  HARD:    I  think  what  Pete  was 

11  saying  is  an  important  consideration.  Another 

12  important  consideration  to  be  aware  of  is,  that  when 

13  you  say  who  is  responsible.    One  of  the  issues  here  is 

14  that  the  Park  Service  and  the  Army  are,  under  the  law, 

15  partially  responsible  for  that  area.    So  that's  some  of 

16  the  issues  involved  in  thinking  about  Phase  1  and  Phase 

17  2  cleanups.    And  I  don't  think  it's  a  given  that  the 

18  Army  has  exhibited  a  commitment  to  make  the  effort,  the 

19  level  of  cleanup,  that  you're  suggesting  about  this 

20  operation.    And  it  carries  through.     I  mean,  I  think 

21  that's  something  we  are  all  discussing  right  now.  And 

22  one  of  the  factors  is  that  not  only  at  the  base,  but 

23  also  in  this  cleanup  right  here.    Legally,  there  are 

24  some  issues  of  responsibility  from  the  other  two 

25  agencies.    So  it's  a  difficult  problem.    And  one  of  the 
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1  reasons  I  was  silent,  or  not  a  signatory  to  this 

2  document  or  these  issues,  is  because  that's  another 

3  problem. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:    My  impression  about  this 

5  is,  that  CalTrans  has  taken  action  and  come  to  an 

6  agreement  with  DTSC  about  cleanup  levels.    And  as  part 

7  of  their  seismic  retrofit  process  has  begun  the 

8  investigative  phase  and  the  cleanup  phase  in  the  lead 

9  in  soil  contamination  down  beneath  the  pet  cemetery  and 

10  that  whole  area. 

11  So  I  knew  that  when  I  was  still  the  project 

12  manager  for  the  Presidio  project.    But,  in  terms  of  the 

13  Bridge  District,  it  is  right  there. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  further  comments  that 

15  we  need  to  deal  with  right  now?    Okay.    So  I  presume  we 

16  are  going  to  get  that  Outreach  and  Education  Committee 

17  together  on  the  23rd,  and  this  may  or  may  not  be  part 

18  of  what  is  dealt  with  then.    And  if  you  do  have 

19  comments,  you  can  send  them  to  me  or  to  anybody  on  that 

20  committee. 

21  All  right.    I  only  have  one  other  item  on  the 

22  agenda  concerning  the  Web  sites. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    You  know,  before  the 

24  meeting  started,  Thomas  reminded  me  that  there  is  a  Web 

25  site  for  the  Presidio.    And  three  or  four  meetings  ago, 
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I  when  we  met  at  the  fire  station,  we  had  a  big 
discussion  about  that.    And  my  discussion  at  that  time 

3  especially,  was  that  either  the  Internet  or  other 

4  electronic  means  be  available  for  primary  documents. 

5  And  I  made,  as  an  example,  one  of  the  more  important 

6  instances  that  we  could  use  that  would  be  for  the 

7  documents  connected  with  waste  discharge  requirements. 

8  Not  only  the  draft  of  the  waste  discharge  requirements, 

9  but  also  the  comments  that  we  are  going  to  lead  up  to. 

10  You  can't  always  have  these  systems  up  and  running  so 

II  easily,  but  I'd  just  like  to  encourage  the  government 

12  agencies  to  think  of  more  ways  to  access  primary 

13  documents  by  electronic  means  or  through  the  Army's 

14  Internet  site. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    David,  is  there 

16  anything  we  can  make,  such  as  an  initial  request?  I'm 

7  assuming  there  would  have  to  be  somebody  designated  on 

8  the  site  to  maintain  something  like  that. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  within  the  Army  I 

0  don't  know,  because  this  is  something  that's  an 

1  installation-specific  decision.    But  as  part  of  our 

2  public  affairs  program  for  the  cleanup  project,  this  is 

3  a  concept  that  we  want  to  bring  into  reality.  It's 
2^4  just  a  matter  of  getting  the  funding  to  procure  the 
25  necessary  computer  equipment  in  order  to  do  that.  Is 
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there  a  way  that  this  Board  could  impact  that?  A 
request  made  to  anybody  specific,  or  is  that  something 
that's  just  part  of  your  natural  process? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.    That's  just  a 
another  process  that  we  have  to  go  through.    I  mean,  no 
input  that  would  help  to  persuade  the  people  that  hold 
the  purse  strings. 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  was  just  wondering,  is 
there  a  way  to  send  primary  documents  using  the  E-mail 

10  process  and  the  Internet? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  because  the  Web 

12  site  that  we  have  is  merely  just  information  retrieval 

13  for  this  one  specific  document,  which  is  kind  of  an 

14  overview  document  for  the  Presidio.    So  it's  not  set  up 

15  to  retrieve  the  other  documents  that  you  are  getting 

16  right  now.    We  do  have  a  system  set  up  to  do  that,  yes. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  was  thinking  of 

18  sending  documents  from  your  location  to  other  people's 

19  E-mail.    Attaching  documents  and  sending  documents  to 

20  someone  else's  E-mail  address. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  The  problem  is  a  lot 

22  of  those  drawings  don't  interpret.    The  drawings  don't 

23  go  through  the  Internet. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     On  a  lot  of  the 

25  attachments  you  need  major,  major  hardware. 
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BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    That's  why  I  said  try 
to  think  of  the  opportunities.    I'll  try  to  remind  Rich 
to  make  sure  that  happens.    So  that's  one  location. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  there  any  other  agenda 
ims  at  this  time? 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Can  we  plan  on  having 
the  meeting  on  the  16th  here  at  Fort  Mason? 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    I  can  look  at  the 
availability  for  that  date. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:  It  is  just  a  matter  of 
whether  somebody  else  has  scheduled  it  or  not,  so 
Thomas  can  check  to  see  if  anybody  else  has  scheduled 
it. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  further?  Without 
objection  then  the  meeting  is  adjourned. 

(Meeting  adjourned  at  9:45  p.m.) 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I'd  like  to 

2  welcome  everyone  to  the  meeting  tonight. 

3  Members  of  the  public,  thank  you  for  coming  to 

4  the  meeting  on  such  a  nice  evening.    The  Army, 

5  its  contractors,  the  regulators,  Boardmembers, 

6  the  City.    Does  everybody  have  an  agenda? 

7  Okay.    Are  there  any  additions  or  comments  to 

8  the  agenda? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  would  like 

10  to  recognize  Martha  Walters,  who  wants  to  make 

11  comments  about  an  article  she  saw  in  a  local 

12  newspaper.    Perhaps  we  can  do  that  at  the  very 

13  beginning.    That  should  be  a  brief  comment. 

14  Also,  for  5. A,  in  addition  to  talking  about  the 

15  schedule  for  the  RI  revision,  to  allow  the  Army 

16  Environmental  Center  to  give  a  brief  overview  of 

17  their  initial  responses  to  major  concerns  of 

18  comments  from  the  regulators  on  the  RI. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right. 

20  Other  comments? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  one  of 

22  my  suggested  changes.    I  think  we  need  a  report 

23  about  the  RPM  meeting.    I  think  that  was  the 

24  substance  of  it.    And  so,  I  hope  we'll  hear  some 

25  of  the  issues;  especially  about  ecological  risks 
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1  as  an  issue. 

2  Also,  in  light  of  the  comments  that  have 

3  been  made,  and  the  general  feeling  that  a  lot  of 

4  people  have  about  the  RI,  I  think  we  need  to 

5  talk  about  the  comment  period  of  the  Feasibility 

6  Study,  whether  it's  going  to  be  revised,  and 

7  whether  we're  going  to  wait  for  the  RI  to  be 

8  changed  or  not.    I  guess  that  covers  it.  Except 

9  that  on  5.C,  I  think,  I  don't  know,  Mitch  is  not 

10  here  yet.    I    know  that  both  the  UST  Committee 

11  and  some  of  the  Water  Board  are  going  to  -- 

12  BOARDMEMBER  LEE:    I'm  not  ready  to 

13  discuss  637  A  differences  unless  somebody  else 

14  from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  wants  to 

15  address  it.    I'm  here  to  talk  about  the  status 

16  of  the  Waste  Discharge  Requirements. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  there  any 

18  other  items?    I  have  one  item  I'm  going  to  just 

19  do  right  now.    I'm  going  to  pass  around  --  for 

20  those  of  you  who  signed  on  --  the  community  set 

21  of  comments  for  the  RI.    If  you  would  like  to 

22  initial  this  copy,  then  we'll  make  copies  and 

23  give  them  to  everyone  for  their  file.    So  I'll 

24  begin  passing  that  around. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  discussed 
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1  with  Doug,  that  we  put  all  of  4,  and  make  it 

2  after  5. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  objections? 

4  Okay.    I  understand  that  for  4. A,  4.B  and  C, 

5  there  may  be,  on  B,  some  issues  with  the  Golden 

6  Gate  Bridge  District;  is  that  correct?  And 

7  possibly  some  organizational  issues.    But  we'll 

8  move  that  until  after  5. 

9  All  right.    So  agenda,  as  we've  got  it. 

10  Any  Old  Business  that  we  need  to  take  care  of? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:      Our  outreach 

12  program  is  structured  so  that  we  could  provide 

13  information  to  the  general  public  about  this 

14  RAB;  the  whole  restoration  process,  and  the 

15  people  that  are  involved.    A  lot  of  the 

16  community,  and  a  lot  of  the  new  members,  would 

17  like  to  have  more  information  about  who  the 

18  players  are,  and  connect  names  with  faces.  We 

19  also  submit  articles  to  newspapers  and  design 

20  an  interactive  kiosk.    And  so,  for  that  reason, 

21  I  asked  our  photographer  to  join  us  here  this 

22  evening  and  take  some  candid  shots  of  everyone. 

23  We  may  be  able  to  use  those  for  one  reason  or 

24  another.    And  any  time  we  would  use  these 

25  photographs  we  would  notify  you,  so  you  don't 


1  have  to  worry  about  your  picture  being  on  the 

2  front  page  of  the  National  Enquirer  or  Star,  or 

3  anything  like  that.    Anybody  that  has  an 

4  objection  to  us  taking  your  picture,  if  you  let 

5  me  know,  then  that's  fine. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  community 

7  members  would  like  to  use  a  photograph,  they 

8  have  access  to  them? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:      Yes,  the 

10  photographs  will  be  available  for  anyone.  We 

11  are  going  to  have  these  transferred  to  CD  ROM, 

12  but  we  will  maintain  the  negatives.    If  you 

13  would  like  to  use  the  negatives  for  any  reason, 

14  feel  free  to  contact  me. 

15  You  can  contact  me.    All  my  information  is 

16  over  there,  so  feel  free  to  contact  me. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  find  this 

18  list  extremely  helpful.    I  refer  to  it  all  the 

19  time.    I  think  if  there  are  no  page  adjustments, 

20  just  for  the  sake  of  saving  another  tree,  I 

21  think  it's  a  great  list,  but  until  it  gets 

22  changed,  to  not  make  a  new  one  every  meeting,  if 

23  that's  okay  with  everybody? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:     I  agree  with 

25  that.    I  have  to  say,  though,  that  surprisingly, 
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1  we  always  have  changes  on  it  all  the  time.  I 

2  could  just  provide  you  with  the  changes  and  not 

3  the  whole  list.    What  we've  been  adding  to  it 

4  are  E-mail  addresses.    If  you  just  turn  to  the 

5  back  page,  you'll  see  the  list  of  alternates  is 

6  growing  by  leaps  and  bounds. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:     All  right.  I 

8  guess  we're  ready  to  move  on  to  the  main  program 

9  this  evening.    And  why  don't  we  hear  the 

10  comments  from  that. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    Several  weeks 

12  ago,  a  reporter  from  a  local  community  newspaper 

13  called  myself  and  several  other  members  of  the 

14  RAB,  primarily  regulators.    And  this  gentleman 

15  was  inquiring  about  the  disturbed  areas  of 

16  Baker's  Beach,  and  how  come  this  wasn't  being 

17  addressed.    I  explained  to  this  gentleman  that 

18  the  FS  was  a  draft  document,  and  explained  how 

19  the  regulatory  process  worked.    I  asked  him 

20  where  that  concern  came  from,  and  he  mentioned 

21  to  me  that  a  very  outraged  community  RAB  member 

22  was  very  upset  about  the  fact  that  the  Army 

23  wasn't  addressing  this. 

24  You  know,  I've  been  involved  in  the 

25  Presidio  project  for  a  very  long  time,  and  I 
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1  think  that  we  need  to  put  this  in  a  tittle  bit 

2  of  a  context  maybe  for  the  newer  members.  The 

3  state  hasn't  confirmed  or  signed  off  on  the  RI 

-  anything  else.    When  people  give 

isinf ormation  to  reporters,  and  this  gets  out 

6  to  the  public,  it's  a  misperception  of  what  goes 

7  on  here.    It's  really  rather  inappropriate  and 

8  premature  for  us  to  go  out  to  newspapers  with 

9  things  that  haven't  been  finalized  yet  and 

10  haven't  been  approved  by  the  state. 

11  I  brought  the  article  and  gave  David  a 

12  copy.    I'd  be  happy  to  share  it  with  you.  I 

13  think  we  need  to  keep  that  fact  in  mind  when 

14  we're  talking  to  newspaper  reporters. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    One  of  the 

16  mechanisms  we  have  for  any  kind  of  outreach  we 

17  have  is  to  go  through  the  Outreach  Committee. 

18  That's  another  option  for  members,  in  general, 

19  is  to  get  a  good  read  on  things  that  would  go  to 

20  the  media. 

21  All  right.    Any  other  Old  Business 

22  comments?    Disclosures?    Why  don't  we  move  ahead 

23  then  to  what  is  now  Item  No. 4,  Presentation 

24  Discussion. 

25  First  item  will  be  the  RI  Revision 


10 

1  Schedule,  and  the  additions  that  David 

2  mentioned. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Maybe  it  would 

4  be  best  to  go  through  just  a  brief  summary  of 

5  the  Project  Manager's  meeting  today.  Mike 

6  Schmidt  will  go  through  some  of  those  areas. 

7  It  basically  focuses  on  regulatory  comments  as 

8  we  just  recently  just  got  the  RAB  comments  and 

9  we  haven't  had  time  to  digest  them  and  formulate 

10  detailed  responses.    We  went  through  it  today 

11  with  all  the  Project  Managers  and 

12  basically  outlined  the  big  picture  concerns  and 

13  subsets  of  those  concerns  discussing  tentative 

14  responses,  but  not  reaching  consensus  on  a  lot 

15  of  those  things  at  this  point.    But  I  think 

16  Michael  will  just  highlight  those,  and  then 

17  after  that  we  can  talk  about  the  schedule. 

18  MR.  SCHMIDT:    I 'm  Mike  Schmidt. 

19  I'm  the  RI/FS  Project  Manager  for  Dames  & 

20  Moore.    There  should  be  a  handout. 

21  Just  some  bullets  of  some  issues  that  we 

22  went  over  at  the  RPM  meeting  this  morning. 

23  We've  gone  through  the  agency  comments  and 

24  formulated  several  categories  of  comments, 

25  trying  to  restate  them  in  a  way  to  cover 
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1  multiple  comments  so  that  we  can  write  more 

2  general  responses  that  will  apply  to  more  than 

3  one  individual  specific  comment.    And  some 

4  categories  are  listed  here  such  as,  ambient 

5  inorganics  generated,  quite  a  few  comments. 

6  Other  categories  were  characterization  of  study 

7  areas  and  sites.    That's  basically  Section  4 

8  through  14  of  the  RI  where  we  described  the 

9  sites  and  present  the  results.    And  then  the 

10  last  two  categories  being  human  health  and 

11  ecological  risk  assessments.    On  the  ambient 

12  inorganics  and  soils,  the  categories  of  issues 

13  under  that  heading  --  there  were  several 

14  diverging  opinions  from  agencies  on  the  overall 

15  approach.    We  really  don't  have  a  lot  of 

16  resolution  on  that  right  now. 

17  But  we  did  resolve  some  of  the  other  ones, 

18  like  user  integration  in  off-site  background  of 

19  ambient  values.    We  are  presenting  ambient 

20  inorganic  soils  values  from  several  sites 

21  outside  of  the  Presidio,  and  I  think  we  reached 

22  some  consensus  on  how  we  are  going  to  use  the 

'scussion  that  that  would  never  be  the  sole 
C-.  -jasis  of  dismissing  at  COC,  but  would  be  better 
25  integrated  and  discussed  better  in  the 
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1  formulation  of  contaminants  of  concern.  We 

2  agreed  to  refine  some  of  our  definitions  of 

3  terminology  use  in  this  section.    And  also 

4  agreed  to  develop  ambient  levels  for  lead,  which 

5  was  not  done  in  the  last  version  of  the  RI . 

6  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  How  are  you 

7  going  to  do  that? 

8  MR.  SCHMIDT:    By  similar  methods  of 

9  the  other  inorganics. 

10  On  sections  4  through  14  are 

11  characterization  sections.    We  had  some  pretty 

12  good  discussions  this  morning  about  beefing  up 

13  our  discussion  on  groundwater  resource 

14  interpretations.    We'll  include  more  information 

15  on  potential  uses  of  the  benefits  of  using  the 

16  groundwater  where  it  applies  to  our 

17  investigative  sites. 

18  Consistently,  between  characterization  and 

19  risk  assessment  sections,  I  think  a  number  of 

20  things  could  work  out  there  so  the  document  will 

21  flow  better  and  will  be  easier  to  relate  to  the 

22  data  that  are  in  the  site  characterization.  We 

23  also  agreed  to  include  more  discussions  of  other 

24  environmental  studies  at  the  Presidio,  but  only 

25  very  brief  and  in  a  summary  way  rather  than  to 
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1  try  to  reiterate  all  the  results  of  the 

2  petroleum  program,  which  would  take  too  much 

3  space. 

4  We  have  also  had  some  discussion  on  some  of 

5  the  chromium  results.      In  particular,  on  re- 

6  analyzing  the  data,  we  believe  that  chromium  -- 

7  we  have  several  chromium  results  on  groundwater 

8  detections  that  we  believe  are  erroneous, 

9  basically  we  believe  that  the  chromium  is  not 

10  that  significant  a  problem. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARO:    On  this  area 

12  of  characterization  and  study  area,  I  know  of  at 

13  least  two  of  the  agencies  --  there  was  comments, 

14  direct  comments,  about  the  lead-base  paint  from 

15  residential  and  non- residential  buildings  as  a 

16  piece,  a  feature,  that  was  missing  from  the  RI, 

17  and  there  should  be  an  investigation. 

18  MR.  SCHMIDT:    As  far  as  our 

19  approach;  on  the  RI,  it  would  come  under  the 

20  discussion  of  other  environmental  studies.  And 

21  we  would  not  attempt  to  fully  characterize  the 

22  lead-base  paint  in  soil  in  the  RI. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    So,  in  other 

24  words,  discussions  of  other  studies,  the 

25  response  is,  "No,  we're  not." 
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1  MR.  SCHMIDT:    The  response  is  we 

2  will  include  a  summary  or  discussion  of 

3  acknowledgment. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    The  answer 

5  is,  "No,"  you're  not  going  to  do  that  study  that 

6  was  requested  by  the  agency? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    The  Army  Corps 

8  of  Engineers  and  studies  around  residential 

9  structures. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  At 

11  non- residential  structures? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  we  haven't 

13  done  that.    It's  still  our  position  that  we  do 

14  not  have  to  undertake  that  study  for  the  non- 
15  residential  structures,  correct.    We  don't  plan 

16  --  we  will  incorporate  the  residential 

17  structure  just  recognizing  that  that  effort  has 

18  been  undertaken. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    If  you're 

20  going  to  reference  that  other  study,  which  you 

21  did,  that  means  that  there  is  other  lead 

22  contamination  on  the  property  that  is  not 

23  analyzed.    Does  that  mean  you're  not  going  to  do 

24  what  you  did  for  other  locations  have  a  risk 

25  assessment  and  ecological  risk  assessment? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  handled  that 

2  under  the  Lead-base  Paint  Hazard  Program,  and  we 

3  still  maintain  that's  the  appropriate  place  to 

4  address  that.    The  office  of  legal  counsel  is 

5  still  in  the  process  of  responding  to  PTSC  and 

6  EPA  regarding  their  assessment  of  that 

7  contamination.    And  we  hope  to  have  that 

8  response  very  soon. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Have  there  been 

10  any  discussions  of  doing  additional  work  based 

11  upon  the  comments  that  you  have  received  so  far 

12  field  work  and  characterization? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  don't  believe 

14  additional  calculations  are  warranted.    I  think 

15  we've  done  enough  study.    It's  time  to  move  on 

16  to  cleaning  up  the  site.    We  spent  a  lot  of  time 

17  and  effort  on  the  phases  of  field  work,  and  we 

18  just  don't  think  it's  warranted. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Is  it  also 

20  based  on  community  comments? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    As  I  said,  I 

22  haven't  had  an  opportunity  to  look  at  the  RAB 

23  comments  at  this  point. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    These  are 

25  based  from  major,  critical  --  they  haven't  gone 
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1  through  and  really  looked  at  the  specific 

2  comments  from  the  regulators.    So  I'm  sure 

3  there's  some  specific  issues  about  data  gaps  in 

4  the  specific  comments. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    When  do  you 

6  anticipate  these  comments? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    I  anticipate 

8  some  major  ones.    Maybe  they  would  be  satisfied 

9  by  providing  additional  information  of  some  kind 

10  of  configuration  sampling.    So  we  don't  know 

11  right  now.    It  depends  on  their  responses. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:     In  your 

13  opinion,  what  is  the  major  health  risk  out  there 

14  in  terms  of  chemicals  that  you  have  looked  at 

15  and  are  present  in  the  environment? 

16  MR.  SCHMIDT:    This  is  a  big  site. 

17  Which  site  presents  the  highest  risk? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:    Which  chemical 

19  drove  your  risk  assessment  for  selecting  your 

20  field  sampling  data  sets?    What  different 

21  chemicals  are  you  looking  at,  primarily? 

22  MR.  SCHMIDT:    We  did  the  field 

23  investigation.    That  was  driven  by  a  large 

24  number  of  chemicals  that  were  being 

25  investigated. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:     In  terms  of 

2  health  risk,  which  one  do  you  feel  is  the 

3  greatest  risk? 

MR.  SCHMIDT:    We  have  risks  being 
,-iven  by  some  inorganics.    One  is  arsenic, 

6  chromium,  maybe  some  others.    I  don't  have  the 

7  numbers  right  here. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:    So  in  terms  of 

9  the  amount  of  contamination  and  the  levels, 

10  you're  saying  those  are  the  two? 

11  MR.  SCHMIDT:     I  don't  have  the 

12  numbers  at  hand  to  say  which  are  the  top  two, 

13  three  or  four. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:    And,  again, 

15  lead  was  not  looked  at? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    No,  that's  not 

17  correct.    We  believe  lead  is  probably  at  the 

18  highest  number  of  sites  that  we're  at,  at  this 

19  point,  identified  as  the  target  of  remediation 

20  as  a  single  category. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Perhaps  you 

22  were  should  clarify  that.    The  lead  that  you  are 

23  talking  about,  that's  probably  industrial;  is 

24  that  correct? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    That's  correct. 
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1  MR.  SCHMIDT:    We  also  formulated  a 

2  number  of  general  comments  under  human  health 

3  risk  assessment,  and  since  most  of  the  human 

4  health  risk  assessment  people  were  not  present 

5  this  morning,  we  really  didn't  discuss  those 

6  points.    We  did  make  some  good  progress  on 

7  issues  concerning  ecological  risk  assessment.  A 

8  number  of  commentors  requested  more  literature 

9  research,  and  we  have  agreed  to  do  some  degree 

10  of  literature  research  and  accept  papers  from 

11  reviewers  that  the  reviewers  believe  would  be 

12  important  for  us  to  use.    We  agreed  to  take  a 

13  look  and  consider  those. 

14  There  are  a  number  of  comments  on  the 

15  uncertainty  analyses.    The  uncertainty  analyses 

16  on  the  ecological  risk  assessment  was 

17  qualitative  and  we  agreed  to  beef  up  the 

18  discussion  on  that  and  clarify  the  approach. 

19  On  pathways  and  receptors,  the  selection  of 

20  pathways  and  receptors  that  appear  in  the  report 

21  were  a  result  of  negotiations  over  a  long  period 

22  of  time  before  the  report  came  out,  and  we're 

23  going  to  explain  that  a  little  better  and 

24  exactly  how  that  risk  was  developed  with  the 

25  agencies. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Does  that 

2  mean  if  there  were  comments  about  the  lack  of 

3  assessment  for  certain  kinds  of  receptors,  that 

4  you're  not  going  to  add  additional  receptors  or 

5  additional  targets?    You're  going  to  explain  the 

6  organisms  and  receptors  that  you  have  there? 

7  MR.  SCHMIDT:    That  are  on  the  list 

8  and  how  they  got  there. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     Well,  I 

10  understand  there's  been  a  lot  of  discussion 

11  previous  to  the  RI  about  the  kinds  of  choices 

12  you  make,  but  the  purpose  of  having  an  RI  is 

13  that  it  is  out  for  review,  about  what  the 

14  information  or  data  means.    And  I'm  a  little 

15  unclear  about  your  reasoning.    According  to  what 

16  you  just  said,  the  logic  for  using  a  receptor  is 

17  because  there  were  previous  discussions  about  -- 

18  I'm  assuming  there  has  to  be  a  scientific  reason 

19  elaborated  for  why  these  choices  were  made,  and 

20  whether  those  discussions  before  were  thorough 

21  enough,  is  the  topic  of  people's  comments. 

22  MR.  SCHMIDT:    That's  part  of  what 
to  be  clarified  in  this  RI. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    And  will  you 
25  explain  why  you  have  excluded  some?    Will  you 
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1  explain  in  this  same  document  why  you  excluded 

2  certain  receptors,  as  well  as  why  you  have  used 

3  them? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  will  do  that, 

5  certainly,  in  the  comment  responses. 

6  MR.  SCHMIDT:    We  have  agreed  to 

7  include  the  ingestion  pathway,  and  general 

8  revision  of  tables,  the  clarity  of  tables. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  thought 

10  that  in  the  discussion  at  the  RPM  meeting  this 

11  morning  about  eco  risk  was  a  little  more 

12  thorough.    And  I  do  know  a  member  of  the  public 

13  who  is  an  expert,  but,  unfortunately  he's  not 

14  going  to  be  here  until  8:30.    It  would  have  been 

15  nice  to  hear  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  kinds  of 

16  ecological  risks  questions  that  were  answered  at 

17  the  RPM  meeting. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  did  have  a 

19  good  in-depth  discussion  today.    I  would  like  to 

20  hit  the  highlights. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I'd  like  to 

22  hear  that  discussion  at  about  8:30  or  so,  of  the 

23  highlights  of  the  discussion  from  this  morning. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Okay.    Sort  of  a 

25  follow-on  to  that.    I  think  Dave  faxed  out  to 
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1  everyone  a  revised  schedule  for  the  RI  and  the 

2  FS,  actually  carrying  it  through  to  the  record 

3  of  decision.    Whereas,  I  guess  the  comments  were 

4  due  for  the  RI  on  February  9th.    And  I  do 

5  believe  now  we  have  both  regulatory  and  RAB 

6  member  comments  on  that.    And  we're  now  in  the 

7  process  of  looking  through  those  comments  and 

8  developing  responses  to  those. 

9  Next  component  of  this  process  is  the 

10  feasibility  study.    That  was  sent  out  in 

11  January.    We  are  asking  for  comments  for  the 

12  28th  for  the  regulatory  agencies  and  the  16th  of 

13  March  for  the  RAB  members,  the  final  due 

14  sometime  around  the  30th  of  April.    I  forgot  to 

15  mention  that  the  RI  --  we  were  hoping  to 

16  finalize  on  the  9th  of  April.    I  think  Bob's 

17  comment  earlier  pertained  to,  I  think, 

18  questioning  an  extension  to  the  FS  review. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    That's  one 

20  way  for  describing  it,  yes.    This  is  my  sense; 

21  that  the  problems  with  the  RI  are  substantial, 

22  that  there  will  be  numerous  revisions.  I 

23  understand  that  the  Army  --  I  mean,  I  kind  of 

24  glean  from  the  presentation  tonight  that  perhaps 

25  you  feel  your  conclusions  or  your  determinations 
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1  are  not  going  to  change,  but  your  explanation 

2  for  those  are  going  to  change.    I  don't  presume 

3  from  what  I've  read  of  the  agency's  comments  -- 

4  and  I  know  my  own  feeling,  and  I  think  the 

5  comments  of  other  RAB  members  are  such  that 

6  reviewing  the  feasibility  study  without  knowing 

7  answers  to  some  of  these  very  important 

8  questions  is  kind  of  a  waste  of  time.    That  if 

9  the  conclusions  should  be  different,  if  the 

10  assessments  are  different,  then  that  forces  a 

11  different  selection  of  remedy. 

12  Just  to  take  some  of  the  examples  that  were 

13  mentioned  tonight,  for  example,  if  a  whole 

14  sampling  which  was  not  assessed  for  risk  before 

15  is  now  assessed,  the  risk  might  change.    Or  the 

16  summing  of  an  exposure  pathway  might  change  the 

17  risk  level  that  is  described  there.    I  don't 

18  know  what  all  of  the  changes  to  the  human  health 

19  risk  assessment  might  result  in,  but  the  same 

20  problem  exist  there.    And  since  it  is  the  Army's 

21  position  that  risk  alone  is  the  determining 

22  selection  of  remedy,  even  that  factor  alone 

23  needs  to  be  understood  and  answers  known  so 

24  selection  remedy  can  go  forward.    So  I  think 

25  reviewing  the  Feasibility  Study  now  is 
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1  important. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I  have  a 

3  comment  to  that.    Frequently,  in  the  process  -- 

4  actually  the  review  period  is  concurrent  to  the 

5  RI/FS.    I  don't  think  this  is  any  different. 

6  That  happens  frequently  at  sites.    And  I  think 

7  it's  appropriate  to  begin  your  review  process  at 

8  this  point,  bearing  in  mind  all  the  data  you've 

9  gone  through  at  this  point,  for  both  the  RI  and 

10  the  FS  documents.    If  down  the  road  something 

11  occurs  that  would  drastically  change  a 

12  conclusion  in  the  FS,  we  certainly  would  have  to 

13  give  you  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  that  or 

14  additional  time  to  comment  on  that.    It  is  just 

15  my  feeling  we  should  proceed  with  comments. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  agree  that 

17  frequently  the  review  runs  concurrent,  but  not 

18  always.    Just  a  couple  of  notes.    Romy's  agency, 

19  which  is  the  official  Lead  Agency,  and 

20  officially,  in  writing,  withheld  its  approval 

21  from  this  Remedial  Investigation  document. 

22  We're  talking  about  a  matter  of  degree,  I  guess, 

23  of  whether  the  RI  changes  are  significant  or  not 

24  to  vary,  as  you  say,  from  the  frequently 

25  concurrent  review.    And  in  my  opinion,  yes.  The 
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1  degree  of  changes  in  the  RI  are  significant 

2  enough  that  we  need  to  hear  more  about  the 

3  response.     Now  maybe  it  doesn't  have  to  be  the 

4  schedule  changed  so  that  we're  waiting  for  a 

5  total  reprint,  but  maybe  to  wait  for  the 

6  response  to  comments. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    That's  a  good 

8  question.    Actually,  what's  in  the  Army's  plan 

9  and  time  frame  to  the  comments? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  the  plan 

11  is  to  respond  to  the  comments  and  get  those  out 

12  before  we  start  changing  the  document.  Because 

13  we  want  to  get  closure  on  these  issues  instead 

14  of  waiting  and  going  through  these  and  moving 

15  ahead  with  changing  the  document  out  of  hand. 

16  So  I  don't  have  an  exact  date  of  when  we  were 

17  going  to  have  the  commented  responses  prepared. 

18  I  know  we  are  in  the  process  of  doing  that  now. 

19  I  would  have  to  get  back  in  touch  with  you 

20  when  we  expect  the  new  responses  to  be 

21  completed. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     Well,  the  last 

23  draft  it  took  about  eight  or  nine  months  to  get 

24  responses.    You  don't  anticipate  that  long? 

25  But,  in  any  event,  I'm  asking  if  you  anticipate 


Page  6 


25 

^  TinyTran 

1  a  shorter  time  frame  than  that? 

1 

constraints.    And  I  was  wondering  if  you  could 

2                      BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I'm  not  going  to 

2 

cover  those  in  some  way  for  the  RAB  members 

3  give  you  a  feel  right  now. 

3 

here,  how  those  constraints  might  affect  what 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Could  I  ask 

4 

would  be  done  to  change  the  RI,  with  respect  to 

ju,  Romy,  if  you've  given  all  your  comments  on 

5 

additional  field  work,  or  additional  changes  in 

6  the  RI,  including  the  ecological? 

6 

the  text. 

7                       BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Yes.    We  just 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     Well,   I  think 

8  submitted  that  today. 

8 

the  major  areas  of  concern  regarding  that  had  to 

9                       BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    You  expect 

9 

do  with  presentation  and  the  significant  number 

10  comments  from  both  the  RI  and  the  FS.    One  is 

10 

of  tables  and  figures  to  revise  to  put  in 

11  for  purposes  of  moving  the  FS  along  so  there  is 

11 

spacial  depressions  and  the  Post- it  maps. 

12  a  coordination  between  the  RI  and  FS.    Is  there 

12 

ranging  anywhere  from  --  our  cut  on  that  was  900 

13  a  way  you  can  have  an  FS  amendment  existing?  RI 

13 

additional  figures.    And  then  we  had  subsequent 

14  information  was  not  determined  to  require 

14 

discussions  that  perhaps  not  that  many,  maybe  we 

15  contemplation  of  the  FS.    Then,  if  it  changes. 

15 

could  work  with  less.    But  recognizing  that  was 

16  have  an  amendment  in  the  FS  and  deal  with  those 

16 

a  significant  amount  in  the  manner  of  cost 

17  sites  that  have  been  identified,  and  later 

17 

involved  with  that  reproduction,  and  we  are 

18  sites,  or  subsequently  added  sites,  can  be  dealt 

18 

looking  at  ways  to  conserve  resources.  Because 

19  with  later. 

19 

we  don't  have,  as  you  know,  an  unlimited  budget 

20                     BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    That's  perhaps  a 

20 

for  additional  studies. 

21  good  idea. 

21 

My  clear  sense  is  that  we  should  be  moving 

22                      BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    And  second 

22 

out  and  on  to  the  remediation  phase.    And  we  are 

23  question.    In  the  discussion  today,  you 

23 

limited  in  the  amount  of  funds  we  have  for 

24  mentioned  there  were  issues  that  had  an  affect 

24 

continuing  additional  study. 

25  on  what  can  be  done  in  the  RI  in  terms  of  budget 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    My  question, 

27 

28 

1  more  directly  at  issue,  what  funds  are  available 

1 

we  would  have  to  do  based  upon  comments,  like 

2  so  the  people  have  a  sense  of  what  the  Army  has 

2 

Dave  said,  that  are  in  the  process  of  trying  to 

3  to  work  with,  with  respect  to  --  even  felt  was 

3 

secure  money  to  do  what,  I  guess,  what  would  be 

4  appropriate  to  respond  with  further  action  at 

4 

reasonable  to  complete  those  revisions.    But  I 

5  any  given  site?    What  are  the  budgetary 

5 

can  tell  you  we  do  not  have  funding  to  go  out 

6  constraints  in  terms  of  allocated  dollars  for 

6 

and  do  more  field  work. 

7  additional  RI  work? 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     Could  I  ask  a 

8                     BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    There  is  no 

8 

question  on  that?    I  know  that  other  branches  of 

9  money  for  additional  RI  work.    It's  done,  it's 

9 

the  military,  when  they  reach  the  end  of  what 

10  obligated. 

10 

they  obligated,  they  can  put  in  requests  for 

11                       BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     For  any 

11 

funding.    Does  the  Army  have  that  at  all?  Can 

12  purpose? 

12 

you  put  in  requests  for  additional  funding? 

13                      BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    For  any 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  already  put 

14  purpose.    There  is  no  financed  funding 

14 

that  in. 

15  available.    We  are  trying  to  determine  where 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    And  it's 

16  we're  going  to  get  the  funds  just  to  do  the 

16 

possible  that  you  would  get  money  from  that? 

17  revisions  that  are  required  based  on  the 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I'm  not  going  to 

18  comments  that  we  received  today. 

18 

say  that's  impossible,  but  what  I've  seen  in 

19                       BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  have  money 

19 

this  fiscal  year,  that's  highly  unlikely.  See 

20  that  will  be  used  for  the  revisions  that  we're 

20 

that  is  nine  million  more,  but  they're  all  line 

21  working  on.    In  fact,  we're  working  on  getting 

21 

items  in  there.    You  can't  just  mix  and  match. 

22  additional  --  and  I  think  we  will  finalize  that 

22 

willy-nilly.      If  you  notice,  the  nine  million 

^ument  with  --  well,  certainly,  we  don't  have 

23 

wasn't  for  the  environment. 

c    ..ie  money  to  do  the  huge  amounts  of  figures  and 

24 

We  asked  for  a  lot.    The  tone  back  in 

25  table  revisions  that  we  were  initially  thinking 

25 

congress  now  is  "cut"  not  increase.    And  all  I 
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1  can  say,  there's  a  tot  of  projects.  The 

2  Presidio  is  not  unique.    They  have  stuff  that 

3  falls  below  that  fund  line,  it's  not  going  to  be 

4  funded  this  year. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  would  like 

6  to  hear  from  DTSC,  the  Park  Service  and  the 

7  Water  Board  about  this  problem.    Because,  like  I 

8  say,  comments  that  I  had  from  people,  from 

9  agencies,  suggested  to  me  that  this  document 

10  required  a  substantial  amount  of  work. 

11  On  the  issue  of  funding,  I  don't  minimize 

12  that  as  a  practical  problem,  but  in  every  case 

13  involving  non- governmental  entities,  the  issue 

14  of  responsibility  for  conducting  an  RI/FS  is  not 

15  excused  by  parties'  inability  or  problems  of 

16  funding  responsibility.    Addressing  the  problem 

17  directly  is  the  only  issue.    And  I  don't 

18  understand  why  the  Army  shouldn't  have  the  same 

19  goal,  the  same  standard  of  trying  to  come  out 

20  with  the  correct  document.    That's  all  we're 

21  talking  about  here,  not  coming  to  a  wrong 

22  conclusion. 

23  Now  the  problems  or  the  questions  that  have 

24  been  raised  about  the  RI,  all  I'm  saying  is  that 

25  it's  very  likely,  maybe  desirable,  that  data 
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1  interpretation  will  be  extremely  different,  such 

2  that  the  choices  that  we  make  --  and  this  is 

3  what  we've  been  hearing  for  years  and  years,  to 

4  say  now  we  should  just  keep  our  schedule,  even 

5  though  it's  the  wrong  answer.     It  doesn't  make 

6  sense  to  me  if  we've  lost  sight  of  the  long-term 

7  decision  that  we're  making  based  on  these 

8  documents.    So,  I  would  be  interested  to  hear  -- 

9  especially  from  of  the  state  agencies  --  about 

10  this  problem. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I'm  like 

12  you.    I  think  the  budget  is  a  problem  for  us, 

13  too.    Because  if  the  Army  cannot  do  it,  that 

14  means  you  guys  focus  on  us,  the  state,  to  do 

15  it.    And  we  need  to  prioritize  our  sites.  I 

16  don't  prioritize  sites;  that's  more  in  the 

17  management  part.    But  with  regards  to  expediting 

18  the  process,  I  think  we  can  contribute  to  that 

19  process. 

20  What  we  did  was  --  beside  pointing  out  the 

21  problem,  we  also  gave  some  help  to  the  Army  in 

22  order  to  solve  the  problem  and  work  with  them 

23  in  order  to  resolve  issues.    So  that's  how  we're 

24  approaching  this. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    That's  a 
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1  great  approach.    But  what  would  be  the  view  of 

2  the  department  in  terms  of  having  a  document  on 

3  which  we  can  make  feasibility  study- type 

4  decisions? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     Well,  we're 

6  working  with  them  to  make  this  document  a  good 

7  document  that  is  easy  to  read. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    But  it's  not 

9  there  now.    In  other  words,  the  kinds  of 

10  information  that  you  need  to  make  decisions  in  a 

11  feasibility  study  is  not  there? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Not  now. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WALKER:  There's 

14  another  problem.    It  would  be  really  helpful  if 

15  the  FFRS  was  in  place.    That  obviously 

16  establishes  the  pecking  order  of  funding.    So,  I 

17  mean,  I  know  that  the  Army  has  submitted 

18  comments  to  the  Department  of  Interior  and 

19  CAL/EPA,  but  neither  party  has  responded.    So  I 

20  think  it  would  be  very  helpful  if  we  could  sort 

21  of  get  to  the  FFRS  area  to  sign  up.    I  guess  I'm 

22  more  familiar  with  the  Navy's  budget  process. 

23  What  the  Navy  has  been  doing  for  two  years  now 

24  is  that  they  involved  the  regulators,  in 

25  particular,  when  they  are  planning  for  their 
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1  budget  for  the  current  and  future  years,  knowing 

2  that  there  would  be  limited  funding.    They  get 

3  our  input  to  help  to  prioritize. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I'm  asking 

5  the  state  agencies  the  question  of,  should  more 

6  information  about  how  the  RI  --  which  is  going 

7  to  be  available  before  we're  asked  to  comment  on 

8  the  Feasibility  Study?    Are  the  changes  that  are 

9  required  in  the  RI  substantially  important,  or 

10  important  enough,  to  say  we  don't  have  a  basis 

11  for  making  a  decision  on  the  Feasibility  Study? 

12  We  don't  have  the  information.    We  don't  have 

13  the  correct  interpretations  for  the  appropriate 

14  review  to  make  those  decisions. 

15  MS.  LEE:    I  understand  your 

16  questions.    And  I  heard  from  John  that  he  has 

17  some  money  to  do  the  revision  in  order  to 

18  finalize  the  document.    In  order  to  get  approval 

19  from  the  state  agency  --  and,  I  think,  if  that 

20  budget  isn't  adequate  to  address  all  of  the 

21  concerns,  I  think  that's  the  time  we  would  all 

22  get  together  and  try  to  prioritize  because  of 

23  the  relative  risk,  because  of  other  reasons, 

24  that  we  want  those  sites  to  be  addressed  first, 

25  and  then  -- 
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1                         BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI-     I  share  that 

i                                         uvniwi  ili  iuli\    i—  \j  l.  i»  i  .        i    oi  i  a  i  c    l  i  i  a  l 

1 

ciil-uui  aye  cvci  yune  lu  pi  uviuc  Uoctul   i nTornia l i on 

2  point  of  vi  ew.    It's  very  important  for  us  to 

2 

f  n   thp   &  rmv        Thai* '  c   Hpf  ini  t a  1  \j  m\/  annnnarh 
lu   liic  Miniy.      i  iiai   o  uc  i  iiii  LcLy  my  appi  udLii , 

3  have  that  information. 

3 

hi  it      uith    t  h  p   nnal    nf   npt  t  i  nn   a   nrnno  r* 
uu  l  ,   mi  lii    liic  yud  i   u  i    yc  l  l  1 1  iy  a  pi  upci 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Let  me  ask 

4 

Hnn  impnt        A  nH   I'm    i  i  iq  t  acUnn  ana  i  n     hprai  icp  nf 
uuuuiMC]  i  l  ■      niiu   i   iii  j  uo  l   ai>K  1 1  iy  dydiii,    ucL-dUbt  ul 

.e  regulators  another  question.    I f  you  were 

5 

thp  rnnrprnQ   that   \/ni  i  havp   trin i  nh  t  oYnroccorl 
liic   L-ui  loci  i  io    li  i  a  l    y  uu   nave    LUiiiyiiL    caui  cabcu 

6  deatinci  with  a  non-aovernmentat  aaencv  who  sent 

v    u^,u^  i  i  ly    n  i  bii     u    i  t\j  I  i    yv*>*l  i  uiiwl  1  L  a  l     Q^^l  Ivy     PI  1  1 U    Ovl  1^ 

5 

ahm  it"    i  naHpni  iaf  i'pc   rff   thp  PT         icn' t    i  +■ 
dLHJU  L     1  1  IdUCLjUdL  1  Co    Ul     Lilt?    I\  i  •        loll    L  1L 

7  you  a  remedial  investigation  that  you  felt 

7 

rpaennahl  p   tn   cav   1"ha1"   up  rlnn '  +■   have   1-he»  pinhf 
I  cabUI  IdU  L  C    LU    6dy     LI  Id  L    Wc    UUI  1    L    lldVc    Lll  c    I  1  y  li  X 

8  needed  revision,  and  they  said,  "Well,  we  don't 

8 

IfinH  nf   infnrmat*inn  avail  aKI  p   in  uhi^h   +r\  ma  L'o 

fv  1 1  IU    Ul      1  1  1 1  Ul  Ilia  L  1  Ul  1    aVa  1  laUlc     HI    Wl  1  1  L-l  1     LU    Ilia nc 

9  thi nk  we  have  enough  money  today" ,  or,  "we  don 1 1 

9 

iuriompnt"^  ahnnt   t"hp  f  pa^ihi  1  i  t\/  ci-iiHv? 

J  UUyillCI  1  LO     OWJU  L      LIIC      1  CaO  1  \J  1  1  1  L  J     O  L  UUJf  - 

10  think  we  can  afford  it,"  what  would  you  say  to 

10 

BOARDMFMRFR  W T 1  IC T  M Q  -     That1*?  a  annH 
Dun  i\L/rii_riD[_i\   niLNinOi       MlaL   o   a  yuuu 

11  them? 

11 

noint       And  what   T   uniitri  1  ikp  tn  cav     cn  l"haf  up 

f-fv  llll..        r\l  l\j    mm  I     1     HUU  L  \J     I  1  fiC     LU    oaj,      OU     LI  la  L  NC 

12                      BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    These  are 

12 

ran  mnv/p   nn      i  c   that   up   rpmnni  70  tho 
L-aii   iiiuvc    uii,     i  o    LllaL    Wc    l  couyi  I  1  4C    Lll  c 

13  sma 11  si tes,  Rob,  and,  I  th i nk  our  state  is 

13 

ri  l  f  f  l     J 1  tlv   in   trvi  nn   t  n   ppu  i  plj   t  h  pcp  Hnn  impn  t  c 
ui  i  i  ilul  iiy    iii   Liyiiiy    lu   i  cvicw   liicoc  uuuuiiici  1  Lb 

14  capable  of  worki ng  wi  th  these  sma 11  si  tes .  And 

14 

rnnrnrrpnH  y   uithniit    hav/i  r\n    that    arir^r  r\r\r  iato 
L.UML-UI  I  Cl  1  L  L  y    Wl  LIlUUL    lldVliiy     LllaL    dppi  Upi  1  die 

15  with  regards  to  a  base  like  the  Presidio,  it's 

15 

lnfnrmation   in  vmir  hanHc        In  nthpr  unrHc  thp 
i  i  ■  i  u  i  ilia  l  i  ui  i    lit    y  uu  I     lldliuo.       ill   ULllcl     WUI  Us  ,     L 1 1  c 

16  such  a  big  comprehensive  —  it's  like  a  small 

16 

A  rmv '  c    rpennnepe    t  n   \/ni  i  r    rnmmpnt'      ac    a   mini  mi  im 
Ml  Illy    o    1  copuiloco    LU    yuui     UUIIIIIcilL,    do    d  HMnilnUIIl, 

17  city,  and  I  don't  think  the  state  can  afford  to 

17 

that  ^hou  1  H  bp  marip  ava i  1  ah  1  p  to  vni i  nrinr  tn 

niai    omuuiu            mauc    aval  lqul  c    ku    yuu    pi    l Ul  LU 

18  say,  "You're  not  in  compliance". 

18 

VOIir   Ql  ihmi  1 1  i  nn   anv   rpennnepe   tn   thp   •fpaoihil  i  tu 
yuui    ouLflii i  l  l  1 1  iy  any   i  copui loco   lu   liic   t cdo  IU1  l  1  L y 

19                       BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I'm  not 

19 

studv  to  arh  i  pvp  thp  ana  1    oft  rvi  na  tn  apt  a 

o  v  wu  y            atfii  icvc    liic   y  uo  t    ui     Liyii  iy    lu    y  c  l  a 

20  sayi ng  that  the  answer  has  to  be  th i s,  or  make 

20 

m  la  1  i  tu  nrnrli  iff 

LjUd  L  1  Ly    pi  UUUL  L  . 

21  the  Armv  SDend      I'm  also  trvina  to  work  with 

21 

In    an    O'f'frtP't    trt             that"       uk  at    T     lj/^i  i  1  r\    1  i  l/n 
111    dll    cl  1  Ul  L     LU    UU    Llld  L  ,     Wild  L     1     WUU  LU    LI  Kc 

22  the  Army.    I  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  on  my 

22 

tn  Hn   rinht   nnu   ic   tahl p   thic    iccmp   f nr  nnu 
LU    UU    1   1  yi  1  L    IIUW     lb     LdULc    Llllo     1  abuc    T  U 1     1 1UW . 

23  comments  trying  to  be  helpful  and  make 

23 

Thp   Armv     uith   hampc   X,  Mnnrp      ui  1  1    nn   ^^a^^  anH 
i  iic  t\\  my,   wi  lii  udiiico  Ot  nuui  c,   wi  i  t   yu  UdLK  dllu 

24  suggestions.    I  don't  minimize  the  effort  that's 

24 

take  a  look  at  this  to  see  how  we  can  manage 

25  required,  just  the  opposite.    I'm  trying  to 

25 

this.    And  our  goal  is  to  try  to  set  a  timetable 
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1  uh  ppp  vni  J  ui  I  I    ha vp  an  nnnnrtnni  t  v  tn  rpvi  pu  thp 

1     HIICI  C     y  UU     If  1  I  I     lluVC     all     UppUl    LUI  1  1  L  y      IU     1  C  V  1  CM      1.1  IC 

1 

t  i  mp      in    aiHHitinn    tn    thp    t  imp   \/m  i    al  r*aar(v/  haH 
L  1  lllc,     1 II   dUU  t  L  l  Ul  1    LU    LIIC    LI  NIC    yUU   d  L  1  cdUy  lldu 

?  rpcnnnQpQ  tn  vnnp  rnmnipnt?  fnr  a  rprtain  uinHnu 
c   i  ccipui  loco    iu   yuui    i~uiiiiici  i  la    i  ui    a   uci  La  ill   w  1 1  fuuw 

p 

c 

uith    th^    PC    in    hann*         AnH    than   ual  1  1     ta^a    i  +■ 
Wl  Lll    Lllc    ro    III   llallu.       MIIU    LIlcil   Wc    L  L     LdKc    1  L 

3  of  t  i  mp     tuo-  or  th  rpp-  uppIc*  npn'  nH     Qnmpth  i  na 

-J     \J  i       L  1  HIC  ,      IHw        wl       llll  vw     IfWWN     P         1  vki  |      OUIIIC  Lll  1  1  ty 

3 

■frnm  thprp 

1  1  Ulll    lllcl  c  . 

4  like  that.    Meanwhile,  still  having  the  FS  in 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK-     We'll  have 

5  hand,  you  can  look  at  our  response  to  the 

5 

ripta  i  1  pH  rp^nnn^p<;  tn  hi  a  rnmrnpntQ       AnH  i  n 

uciui  lcu    i  wouwi  loco    lu    uiy    l^uiiriiciilo.       nj  iu  iii 

6  comments  to  see  how  that's  going  to  revise  the 

6 

fprfflin  racpc    if   that   enpri  fir  nnmmpnt  rplatpc 
l>ci  Lain   uaoco    i  i     li  id  l    opcL.  I  i  i  u   uuillitci  l  L    l  c  l  d  Leo 

7  RI  in  some  manner;  you  have  the  FS  in  hand,  and 

7 

tn   that      up'  1  1    cav      iiCaa   rrnnmpnl"             "  nr 

LU      LIIOLj      WC      LL      ouy  f         O  C  C     L^  Ull  II ICI  1  L     C.-J  O  ,          U 1 

8  you  can  figure  out,  "Well,  because  of  what  they 

8 

somethino  like  that      Otherwise    thev' I  I  be 

O  vJ  J  I**-  Lll  III         L  1  Ix  C      LllaL  k         ULIIClPflOC,       LllCy      LL  LVC 

9  said  about  this  in  the  RI,  that  probably  means 

9 

rp^oon^p^  to  parh  rnmmpnt 

1    WOUVI  Itft  J       IV      tUUM      L-L^IIMI  ICI  I  L  . 

10  that  the  FS  is  aoi na  to  ehanae  here  11    Then  vou 

iw    una  l     liic    i  w     l  sj    y  v  m  ly    vv    viiui           1 1  c  1  c  .           iiicm    y  vu 

10 

RfjAROMFMRFR  PHFFVFR-     Wei  I  alono 

DUnlMTILI  fDL  f\    vntL-VUl\.       Well  ,  aLUIiy 

1 1  can  make  the  appropri  ate  comments;  then  we  can 

1 1 

that  I i  ne  I  th i nk  a  number  of  the  communi  ty 

12  accent  comments  from  vou  on  the  FS  after  vou  had 

1  fc—     QUUwUk     L-  wl  J  >  1  IVr  1  HO      II  Will     JrV/VJ     vli     LIIC     1  w     O  1  w  C 1       Y  vU     1  1  uVJ 

12 

mpmhpr'Q  rnmmpntc  uptp  t  i  pH  tn  thp  rpniilatnrv 

IllClllUC  1      O    U  Ull  II  ICI  1  LO    WCI  C     L  1  CU     LU     LIIC    1  Cy  U  L  Q  LUI  V 

13  some  period  of  review  with  both  of  those  things 

13 

rommpnt ^     ^o   i u<it  for  mv  nun  flarifirati on  T 

L.WII1HCI  ilo  ^    au    j  uo  l    iui     my    Lvnii   l>  l  a  i  i  i  i  L-a  l  i  ui  i  i 

14  in  hand. 

14 

would  like  to  a<;k    are  ue  aoina  to  aet  more  of  a 

nwuLu    l  i  i\v    lu    aoix,    aic    nc    yuiiiy    lu    y  c  l    i  uu  i  c    u  i  a 

15         Okay.    Now  what  we  need  time  to  do  is  to  go 

15 

rpcnonQP  tn  thp  rpaiilatnrv  nnrnmpntc  than 
i  copui  ioc    lu    liic   i  cyuLdLUi  y   uumiici  i  lo  Liidii 

16  back  and  figure  out  how  we  can  make  a  schedule 

16 

tnni  aht     or   i  q   th  i  q   thp   rpcinnncp  tn  thp 

LUI  1  t  y  T 1  l  ,      Ul        IO      LIIIO      LIIC     1  COpUl  IOC      L  U  LIIC 

1 7  hannpn  bpcau^p  of  our  mnt  rart  ppnui  rpmpnts  anH 

If      llulJUCJ  1            L<UUOv     VI      VUI       vvl  1  l  1  a  U  L     1  wUU  1  1  CM  ICI  1  L  O     ul  lu 

17 

rpm ( 1 atnnv  nnmmpntc? 
i  cyutaLui  y  uumiici i lo  ; 

1ft  nthpr   thinnQ      anH  al  cn          mppt   vmir   nppHc  in 
iu  uliici     li  1 1 1  iy o ,    di  iu  aiou   lu  nice  i   y uui    i  iccus    1 1 1 

I  o 

RDAPnMFMRFP   UTt  W T  kK  •      Hh      nn  nnt 
DUMKUrlCriDCK    WlLMNo.       ull,     MO,  MUL 

19  terms  of  time      So  we  need  time  to  ao  back  and 

19 

at  al  t        ThiQ   uac    iiict   an  nupruipu       Thp  rpaenn 
ol   aii.       iiiio   wao    j  uo  l   ail  uvcjvicw.       iiic  icdouii 

20  make  that  assessment.    We' 1 1  do  that  this  week, 

20 

that  up  Hi  rin '  t   nrnv i  Hp  anv  enpr  i  f  i  r  Hpt a  i  1    ahni  it 
LiiaL    nc   ui  ui  ■    l    pi  uviuc    aiiy    opcu  i  i  i  u    uc  La  i  i    auuu  l 

21  we' 1 1  put  something  out  this  week  that  will 

21 

niir  Hi^miQ^inn  tnHav  i<?  hpnaiiQP  thprp  ic  Qtil  1 

uui     uiouuooiuit    Luuay     10    ucuauoc    liicic    i  o    o  i  i  i  i 

22  explai n  what  that  t ime  table  will  be,  that 1 s 

22 

crimp  niitQtanHi  na  nnntpnt  i  ni  iq   iQQiiPQ  anH  thpv 

ouiiic    uulolui  ilj  iiiy    uui  i  lci  iL  i  uuo     ioouco    ai  iu    l  i  i  c  y 

^at  it  will  orovide  vou     We  will  orovide  vou 

ML      lb     mill      pi  UV  1              TvUl         flw     MILL      Ul   W  1  UC  J 

23 

uprpn'f   ppcnl vpH        T   mpan     manv  nf   thPQP  upppn1 t 

WCI  Cl  1    L    1  coUlVCU.        1    IMtrall,    lllaliy    Ul      LIICOC    NCI  CM  L 

.1  update  and  have  the  responses  to  comments 

24 

resolved  today  because  what  the  Army  has  been 

25  with  the  FS  in  a  two-  or  three-week  window  of 

25 

able  to  accomplish  so  far  --  you  have  to 
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1  remember  the  comment  period  for  the  community 

2  members  was  just  Friday;  the  regulatory  members, 

3  it  was  about  a  week  or  so  before  that.    So  at 

4  this  point  what  the  Army  and  its  contractors 

5  have  done  is  look  at  the  big  ticket  item,  which 

6  we  went  through  and  it's  in  your  handout,  made 

7  your  comments  and  responses,  what  were  the  big 

8  ticket  items  that  we  thought  were  consistent 

9  concerns  with  all  the  regulatory  agencies. 

10  But  there  are  a  lot  individual,  specific 

11  problems  within  each  one  of  the  regulatory 

12  comment  packages  which  we  did  not  discuss  in  any 

13  detail  today.    And  our  purpose  tonight  was  just 

14  to  give  you  a  summary  of  the  areas  so  that 

15  you'll  know  we're  looking  at  ecological 

16  concerns.    We're  looking  at  the  big  ticket 

17  items.    We're  looking  at  the  human  health  plan. 

18  Just  a  broad  sweep,  we  didn't  get  into  any 

19  details.    We  haven't  had  an  opportunity  with  our 

20  contractors  to  really  get  in  there  and  digest 

21  all  those  comments  and  provide  an  appropriate 

22  response  at  this  early  in  the  game.    But  we're 

23  in  the  process  of  doing  that,  so  -- 

24  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    So  you're 

25  saying  that  we  will  get  something  in  writing  at 
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1  the  beginning  of  this  window  period? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  responses 

3  to  comments  --  there  is  approximately  700 

4  comments  that  we  have  received.    The  responses 

5  to  comments  package  wi 1 1  have  a  response  to  each 

6  individual  comment  except  where  that  comment  was 

7  common  to  every  responder.    Then  there  would  be 

8  only  one  response  then.    It  would  be  cited  in 

9  the  area  with  the  other  comments  or  responses. 

10  So  that's  kind  of  how  the  approach  goes.    So  it 

11  will  be  a  big  package.    Essentially,  it's  going 

12  to  be  another  book. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  would  like 

14  to  ask  each  of  the  regulators  a  question  about 

15  the  RI  document  and  the  FS,  and  the  concurrent 

16  review.    And  what  I  would  like  them  to  say  is 

17  whether  or  not,  in  their  opinion,  the  problems 

18  with  the  RI  are  so  minor  that  a  concurrent 

19  review  with  the  FS,  in  their  experience,  is  the 

20  proper  course.    And  we'll  start  with  you, 

21  Michael.    You' re  closest . 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Before  I  answer, 

23  let  me  just  say  one  thing.    And  this  is  kind  of 

24  like  a  universal  federal  edict  now.  DOD/EPA 

25  have  all  been  getting  pressure  to  expedite  the 
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1  cleanup  process,  closing  bases.    So  with  that  in 

2  mind,  EPA  is  prepared  to  work  with  tighter  than 

3  normal  time  frames  with  federal  facilities,  and 

4  federal  facilities  have  been  provided  those 

5  tighter  than  normal  timeframes.    The  RI  I  have 

6  reviewed  and  commented  on  has  much  more  than 

7  just  the  draft  and  the  draft  final.    It  would  be 

8  nice  if  that  didn't  happen  in  this  case,  but  I 

9  think,  based  on  my  experience,  it's  probable 

10  that  the  next  RI  will  not  be  the  last,  just 

11  based  on  my  experience.    I'm  not  as  concerned 

12  about  the  fact  that  the  FS  is  following  so 

13  closely  behind  this  RI,  as  perhaps  some  of  the 

14  RAB  members  are.     I  think  if  --  Romy,  you  might 

15  want  to  asked  your  department  about  this,  too. 

16  I  think  that  should  some  of  those  sites  move 

17  from  the  column  of  "no  action"  into  the  "action 

18  column"  and  need  to  be  addressed  in  the  FS,  we 

19  will  find  a  way  to  make  sure  that  everybody  gets 

20  a  chance  to  comment  fully  on  that  additional 

21  analysis  alternative. 

22  MS.  LEE:    I  think  review  is 

23  different  from  approval.    I  don't  mind  reviewing 

24  the  Feasibility  Study,  because  usually  we  prefer 

25  to  get  involved  early  on  rather  than  late  in  the 
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1  game.    And  so  to  look  at  this  document  early 

2  rather  than  later  I  think  will  help  the  process 

3  along.    And  there  are  things,  you  know,  if  we 

4  don't  feel  that  there's  enough  site 

5  characterization  to  justify  the  final  remedy, 

6  many  would  have  information,  at  least,  to  take 

7  some  removal  action.    So  I  do  want  to  see  clean 

8  up  faster  than  slower.    I  don't  want  to  close 

9  down  the  process.    I  want,  based  on  whatever 

10  information  we  have,  to  make  the  best  decision. 

11  It  doesn't  have  to  be  a  final  remedy  for  any 

12  particular  site.    So  that's  my  take  on  it. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Well,  pretty 

14  much  the  same  approach  as  Shin-Roei's  approach. 

15  I  think  the  regulators  don't  have  this  limit  of, 

16  you  know,  providing  comments  on  the  FS.     I  think 

17  we  have  the  flexibility  to  add  more  comments, 

18  and  so  the  more  comments  we  provide  the  Army, 

19  that  will  be  helpful.    And  also,  with  regards  to 

20  the  feasibility  study.    If  they  made  the  same 

21  mistake  as  the  RI,  I  won't  even  look  at  it,  and 

22  just  wait  for  the  next  one  to  come.    Because  I 

23  have  an  idea  what  the  RI  has  discussed  already. 

24  MS.  LEE:    I  don't  have  a  problem  to 

25  seeing  some  action  taken  concurrent  with  doing 
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1  site  by  site  and  feasibility.    I  don't  know 

2  that's  the  case  of  this  site  or  not. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  we  have 
enty  of  answers  now  to  move  ahead. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    All  of  the 

6  comments  that  we  just  heard,  or  the  responses 

7  are  very  much  consistent  with  a  standard  model 

8  of  looking  at  the  way  a  lot  of  projects  are 

9  decided  upon.    But  there  are  very  important  ways 

10  in  which  this  does  not  fit  the  standard  model. 

11  For  example,  Michael  mentioned  that  there 

12  is  pressure  to  accelerate  the  cleanup  process 

13  that  is  primarily  driven  by  the  problems  of 

14  having  bases  close  that  are  being  redeveloped 

15  for  private  uses.    This  is  not  one  of  those 

16  cases.    It  is  also  part  of  the  schedule  that 

17  David  put  out  that  the  Army  intends  --  and 

18  everything  I've  heard  from  the  Army  tonight 

19  makes  me  believe  more  clearly  --  that  close  on 

20  the  heels  of  the  next  round  of  the  responses 

21  will  come  the  record  of  decision.    In  other 

22  words,  not  another  draft  final  RI  or  revised  FS, 

23  but  part  of  that  schedule  is  also  record  of 

24  decision  date,  which  I  know  the  Army  disagrees 

25  with  this  totally,  but  it  is  my  personal  view 
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1  that  the  Army  does  not  have  the  authority  to 

2  make  the  issue  of  decision,  the  Park  Service 

3  does,  because  this  is  no  longer  a  military 

4  base.    And  the  Army,  under  the  normal 

5  constituency  plan  is  not,  in  my  view,  the 

6  defined  legal  agency  for  the  selection  of 

7  remedy.    But  that,  obviously,  is  not  going  to  be 

8  their  view. 

9  Now  whether  we're  going  to  have  interim 

10  action  or  removal  action  to  address  what  the 

11  Water  Board  is  concerned  about,  I  suspect  that 

12  as  remote  and  not  on  the  Army's  agenda  either. 

13  There  is  a  place  on  the  base  right  now  that 

14  has  a  free  project  floating  around,  and  it's  one 

15  of  the  things  we're  going  to  talk  about  tonight, 

16  and  what  the  Army  is  proposing  is  just  let  it 

17  sit  there.    And  maybe  you're  going  to  agree  or 

18  disagree  with  those  decisions,  but  what  I'm 

19  saying  is  that  we  are  not  getting  a  chance  to 

20  have  input  on  all  those  things.    There's  a  steam 

21  roller  going  on  here  where  we  don't  have  a 

22  proper  set  of  facts  or  a  proper  set  of 

23  information  on  which  to  make  the  proper 

24  decisions.    The  Army's  legal  authority,  as  they 

25  interpret  it,  "we'll  proceed,"  we're  going  to 
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1  have  a  record  of  decision,  with  everyone's 

2  objections  kind  of  being  noted,  but  there  will 

3  be  that  document  at  the  end,  the  record  of 

4  decision,  and  there  won't  be  --  I  don't  see  it 

5  in  the  schedules  now  or  on  the  horizon  --  a 

6  second  RI  or  a  revised  FS. 

7  So  that  is  my  concern,  that  we  do  get  an 

8  opportunity  at  this  place,  the  Presidio,  to 

9  think  about  the  standard  model  of  reviewing 

10  Superfund  sites  and  look  at  the  kind  of 

11  information  we  have,  really  have,  and,  can  we 

12  have  --  just  get  more  of  a  chance  to  get  the 

13  right  document. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  we've 

15  had  an  offer  from  David  proposing  what  they 

16  would  do,  and  that  will  come  out  in  a  week.  And 

17  people  will  have  an  opportunity  to  jump  on  that 

18  if  they  would  like  to. 

19  Could  you  repeat  what  your  offer  would  be 

20  so  we  can  see  if  I  can  move  ahead? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    With  regards 

22  to  the  issue  of  not  having  suitable  information 

hand  to  appropriately  review  the  feasibility 
t-.-  oCudy,  what  I  offered  was  that  we  would  identify 
25  some  point,  here,  in  the  near  future,  when  we 
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1  will  be  able  to  produce  the  responses  to  all  the 

2  comments,  Agency,  and  RAB,  community  member 

3  comments,  and  the  like.    At  that  time,  that's 

4  when  we  feel  we  can  identify  a  certain  window  of 

5  time,  two  weeks,  three  weeks,  maybe  a  month,  to 

6  allow  the  critique  of  the  FS  with  these 

7  responses  to  the  comments  on  the  RI.  Hopefully, 

8  that  would  give  everybody  an  appropriate  frame 

9  of  reference  to  make,  I  think,  good  comments  to 

10  the  feasibility  study.    And  what  I  have  offered 

11  is,  if  we  could  provide  that  schedule  once  we've 

12  had  a  chance  to  sit  with  our  contractors  to 

13  figure  out  how  best  we  can  do  given  the 

14  constraints  we're  faced  with,  with  budget  and 

15  contractual  restriction. 

16  So  I  think  within  a  week  we  should  be  able 

17  to  get  something  in  the  mail. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    I'd  like  to 

19  thank  you  for  your  comment.    I  think  you're 

20  right  on  target. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  have  a 

22  comment  that  is  sort  of  related  to  a  lot  of  the 

23  comments,  I  think,  from  the  community,  which  was 

24  to  the  effect  that  there  wasn't  sufficient  time 

25  to  review  the  document.    They  had  just  gotten 
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1  started  and  the  deadline  came.    And  I  recall 

2  that  David  said  the  Army  would  make  an  effort  to 

3  respond  to  any  comments  even  if  they  came  in 

4  past  the  deadline.    And  I  would  like  to  ask 

5  David,  is  that  still  the  case? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Absolutely. 

7  I  mean,  you  still  have  the  RI,  and  you  have  the 

8  FS  in  hand.    I  would  recommend  that  all  of  you 

9  continue  to  digest  those  documents  if  you  don't 

10  feel  like  you've  gotten  your  input  in  there. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Are 

12  we  prepared  to  move  ahead?    The  next  item  -- 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Could  I  make  a 

14  suggestion  to  consider  and  maybe  act  on?  If 

15  we're  not  really  comfortable  right  now  with  the 

16  FS  review,  RI  stuff,  could  it  be  considered 

17  maybe  putting  this  particular  topic  at  bay,  at 

18  which  point  we  should  have  a  little  bit  more 

19  clear  picture  of  it,  of  what  we're  going  to  do 

20  about  it,  whatever. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Appropriate  time 

22  for  a  break? 

23  (Recess  taken.) 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Just  to  let  you 

25  know,  the  members  of  the  public,  that  the  guest 
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1  that  Bob  Reinhard  mentioned  has  arrived,  so  we 

2  wilt  attempt  to  hear  from  this  individual.  Bob, 

3  would  you  like  to  introduce  your  guest,  please? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Yes.  Well, 

5  we  said  earlier,  at  the  RPM  meeting,  there  was 

6  full  discussion  of  ecological  risk  issues.  And 

7  there  is  a  member  of  the  audience  who  has  come 

8  tonight  from  Tiberon  Center,  which  is  an  arm  of 

9  San  Francisco  State  University.    And  I'll  just 

10  tell  you  how  I  found  out  about  this. 

11  I  was  watching  the  news  and  there  was  a  TV 

12  news  piece  about  this  place  and  how  the  Center 

13  has  been  a  research  station  for  looking  at 

14  development  of  wetlands,  and  the  Bay  Area  in 

15  particular,  and  the  effects.    So  if  there  is 

16  more  interest  tonight  in  hearing  what  happened 

17  at  the  RPM  meeting,  to  hear  more  about  how  the 

18  responses  are  going  to  be  framed,  and  what  were 

19  some  of  the  questions  that  were  raised,  that 

20  would  be  a  great  discussion. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Perhaps  if  you 

22  could  just  introduce  yourself,  and  briefly 

23  explain  your  comments  or  some  thoughts  that  you 

24  wanted  to  bring  to  this  Board. 

25  MR.  MARTIN:    I'm  Bill  Martin,  and 
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1  I'm  a  graduate  student  at  San  Francisco  State. 

2  And  the  one  thing  I  also  have  to  tell  you  is  I'm 

3  an  architect,  and  I  built  a  lot  of  stuff  in  the 

4  wetlands,  and  I'm  trying  to  make  amends  for 

5  that. 

6  Bob  called  me  about  a  week  ago  and  he  sent 

7  me  over  a  Section  15,  requesting  me  to  read  it 

8  and  see  what  I  thought.    Basically,  what  I'm 

9  doing  in  my  research  is  working  in  Corte  Madera 

10  ecological  research.    So  I'm  really  concerned 

11  about  whether  or  not  the  restored  marsh  there 

12  meets  the  criteria  of  the  restored  marsh. 

13  There  were  two  things  that  struck  me  in  the 

14  report.    One  is  that  --  I  think  it  is  Nickelson 

15  and  Tredmount,  from  USGS,  in  about  1976,  that 

16  says,  "That  this  mud  that  these  guys  live  in 

17  really  controls  how  well  they  do."    When  I  read 

18  this  report,  I  saw  some  reference  to  looking  at 

19  the  mud  of  the  historic  marsh,  but  not  a  whole 

20  lot  about  what  the  toxicity,  toxicity  of  that 

21  marsh,  and  that  concerns  me. 

22  The  other  thing  is  that  I  understand  from 

23  talking  to  a  couple  of  people,  there  is  a  fresh 

24  water  component  as  well  as  a  salt  water 

25  component,  and  although  the  drainage  is  what  is 
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1  addressed,  as  that  drainage  reaches  the  fresh 

2  water  marsh,  it  is  not  really  addressed.  But, 

3  not  only  that,  but  that  the  terrestrial 

4  boundaries  of  the  salt  water  marsh,  the  water 

5  coming  into  that  is  not  really  addressed.    And  I 

6  think  that's  a  really  key  issue  in  terms  of  the 

7  ethic-bio  to  worms.    And  it's  really  important 

8  that  we  know  whether  or  not  there  is  a  toxic 

9  level  or  not,  and  what  those  contaminates  are. 

10  Some  are  really  resilient  to  that  and  some 

11  aren't.    There's  been  a  number  of  papers 

12  recently  given  about  whether  or  not  --  not 

13  whether  or  not,  but  that  the  terrestrial 

14  environment  for  fish  of  salt  marshes  are  really 

15  terrestrial  grounds  for  certain  fish.    If  we're 

16  going  to  create  a  salt  marsh  there,  we  need  to 

17  know  that  the  channels  are  of  the  right  water 

18  quality  for  that. 

19  Also  --  and  I've  talked  to  a  couple  of 

20  people  who  have  worked  on  this  plan  --  whether 

21  or  not  this  might  be  a  hole  outside  for  bringing 

22  marine  mammals,  particularly  the  harbor  seals, 

23  in  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  nobody  knows  that. 

24  But  they  are  very  susceptible  to  water  quality 

25  and  also  sediment,  and  1  don't  see  that 
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1  addressed  in  the  Dames  &  Moore  report.  There 

2  might  be  another  report,  but  those  things  really 

3  need  to  be  addressed. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    When  you  say, 
The  water  is  not  addressed  on  the  marshes," 

6  are  you  talking  about  the  marine  water  or  the 

7  stream? 

8  MR.  MARTIN:    I'm  talking  about 

9  surface  runoff  and  stream.    Not  so  much  the 

10  stream,  but  the  runoff  that's  going  to  come  into 

11  the  marsh. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Is  there 

13  anything,  from  your  viewpoint,  to  be  concerned 

14  about  what's  in  the  groundwater?    It's  like 

15  maybe  ten  feet,  seven  to  ten  feet  from  below  the 

16  surface  in  that  area. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  really, 

18  literally  --  I  only  sent  them  an  excerpt  out  of 

19  context  of  this  thing  that  we  have  five  volumes 

20  of. 

21  MR.  MARTIN:    Ue  all  know  there  is 

22  an  old  gas  station  there  below  Doyle  Drive.  And 

23  I  don't  know  where  the  plume  has  gone.    I  think 

24  that's  really  important  to  find  out. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  there  are  any 
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1  community  members  that  would  like  to  get  in 

2  touch  with  you  and  further  discuss  this  --  Bob, 

3  do  you  have  a  way  of  contacting  them? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  just 

5  thought  it  would  be  good  to  introduce  the  issue 

6  a  little  bit  more  and  think  about  one  of  the 

7  problems  that  people  have  brought  out  about 

8  availability.    That  hasn't  been  looked  at,  or 

9  availability  sources.    And  I'm  a  lay  person,  but 

10  this  was  one  way  that  I  thought  we  might  open  up 

11  the  discussion.    You  can  reach  me  at  (415) 

12  435-7111. 

13  And  you  brought  up  one  more  point.    One  of 

14  the  things  that  I  was  really  curious  about,  the 

15  study  of  Dames  &  Moore  used  a  few  specific 

16  birds;  they  are  not  the  ones  that  I  would  expect 

17  to  be  in  that  marsh  all  the  time.    And  I  think 

18  they  need  to  go  back  and  look  at  the  literature 

19  on  that  and  find  out  what  those  birds  are. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you  very 

21  much  for  spending  your  time  to  come  here  and 

22  speak  with  us  tonight.    A  suggestion  was  made 

23  that  for  this  overview,  the  FS,  to  be  put  off. 

24  John,  how  do  you  feel  about  that? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    That's  fine.  I 
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1  just  meant  to  assist  you  in  that,  but  maybe  next 

2  time  will  be  more  appropriate. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right. 

4  We're  at  5.C  on  the  agenda,  the  status  of  waste 

5  Discharged  Requirements,  Building  637. 

6  MS.  LEE:     I  don't  know  how  many 

7  people  know  about  what  the  waste  discharge 

8  requirements  are  going  to  consist  of  and  what 

9  that  does  and  how  it  regulates.    If  you  already 

10  know  that,  then  I  don't  need  to  repeat.    I  can 

11  just  let  people  know  what  the  schedule  of  this 

12  and  the  process  for  adopting  the  waste  discharge 

13  requirements. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    We  are 

15  referring  to  the  waste,  the  DW,  that's  going  to 

16  be  issued  for  the  Presidio? 

17  MS.  LEE:    Right.    And  I  don't  know 

18  how  many  people  know  about  what  they're  going  to 

19  consist  of,  of  what  that  does,  what  it 

20  regulates. 

21  I  have  a  two  minute  thing  on  my  overhead 

22  where  I  can  just  give  people  an  overview. 

Basically,  the  Waste  Discharge  Requirements 
l.  .  ..iat  we  are  going  to  consider  or  bring  to  our 
25  Board  for  adoption  in  March,  is  to  deal  with,  or 
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1  address  petroleum  contaminated  soil  in 

2  groundwater,  cleanup,  as  well  as  management. 

3  And  the  requirements  include  on-site  soil 

4  treatment  for  petroleum  contaminated  soil  and 

5  on-site  soil  reuse,  meaning  discharge  that  goes 

6  back  to  wherever  it  is  feasible.    Then  the  third 

7  component  is  soil  cleanup  and  management. 

8  Because,  in  excavating,  the  Army  would  like  to 

9  know,  and  we  would  like  to  know,  what  level 

10  would  be  protective  of  the  human  health 

11  environment.    So  that's  the  component  to  this 

12  requirement. 

13  The  soil  cleanup  levels  are  developed  based 

14  on  the  risk  to  human  health  and  ecological 

15  health,  as  well  as  the  groundwater  quality.  And 

16  for  sites  when  groundwater  is  already  impacted, 

17  there  would  be  a  decision,  from  a  site  specific 

18  Corrective  Action  Plan,  to  evaluate  different 

19  remedial  alternatives  from  cleanup  to  background 

20  to  totally  rely  on  natural  attenuation  and 

21  something  in  between,  and  would  be  equivalent  to 

22  a  feasibi lity  study. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    When  you 

24  said  in  March  the  Board  is  going  to  look  at 

25  this,  is  that  also  when  they're  going  to  look  at 
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1  the  schedule? 

2  MS.  LEE:    I  can  just  cover  the 

3  schedule  now.    We  are  drafting  the  requirements 

4  right  now.      It's  going  through  internal 

5  review. 

6  We  made  a  decision  recently  that  we  want  to 

7  separate  out  Crissy  Field,  because  we  feel  that 

8  there  are  unresolved  issues  that  we're  not  ready 

9  to  adopt  the  requirements  for  that  one  area.  We 

10  will  have  the  requirements  for  the  rest  of  the 

11  Presidio  on  the  contaminated  soil  and 

12  groundwater.    And  the  timing  is  that  the 

13  tentative  will  go  out  to  all  of  the  interested 

14  parties  on  Monday,  or  Tuesday.    There  would  be 

15  three  weeks,  I  believe,  so  it  would  end  on  the 

16  8th  of  March.    And  Rich  Hiett  will  be  here  on 

17  the  12th,  at  the  RAB  meeting,  to  address  those 

18  comments  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.    And  if 

19  there  are  comments  unresolved,  then  the  Board 

20  Meeting,  the  public  hearing,  is  on  the  20th  of 

21  March,  where  people  can  come  in  and  testify  in 

22  front  of  the  Board.    That's  how  we  usually  get 

23  public  input  involved  in  the  decision-making 

24  process. 

25  B0AR0MEMBER  HENDERSON:    We  just 
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1  heard  a  comment  about  Crissy  Field  being  taken 

2  out  of  the  WDR,  and  the  Army  hasn't  had  a  chance 

3  to  look  at  that  yet. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    What  does  that 

5  do  to  the  LLT? 

6  MS.  LEE:    We  don't  want  to  delay 

7  the  cleanup.    We  want  the  Army  to  have  the 

8  permit  in  order  to  do  this  soil  treatment 

9  instead  of  having  a  big  stockpile  sitting  out 

10  there.    That's  a  whole  separate  unit,  too.  We 

11  do  have  concerns  about  Crissy  Field  because  of 

12  the  cost-benefit  analyses  and  the  fact  that  it 

13  really  is  a  different  area  than  the  rest  of  the 

14  base.    The  cleanup  drive  is  going  to  be  mainly 

15  by  aquatic  receptors. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:  And 

17  sometimes  when  we  use  the  word  "Crissy  Field," 

18  we  all  mean  different  things.    What,  exactly,  is 

19  the  location  you're  talking  about?    For  example, 

20  it  is  an  excluded  site  or  excluded  area  -- 

21  MS.  LEE:    The  Coast  Guard  Station 

22  is  -- 

23  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    The  BEH  area 

24  through  the  Coast  Guard  Station  is  what  you're 

25  referring  to? 
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1  MS.  LEE:    I  don't  know  whether  you 

2  can  see.    Romy  brought  me  these  maps  today  for 

3  inclusion  into  the  requirement.    The  way  we 

4  decided  for  cleanup  levels  is  to  have  the  Lobos 

5  Creek  basin,  right  here.    And  this  basin  is 

6  really  important  because  it  has  existing 

7  beneficial  use,  which  is  drinking  water.    And  so 

8  this  is  one  portion  and  this  is  a  second 

9  portion;  this  is  a  main  --  I  don't  know  what  we 

10  call  it.    I  mean,  this  whole  area,  except  Lobos 

11  Creek,  this  is  on  a  marina  groundwater  basin,  so 

12  we  subdivided  into  two.    It's  this  part,  and 

13  then  Crissy  Field.    Because  we  feel  that  the 

14  drivers  are  different.    The  drivers  for  cleanup 

15  are  different. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Are  these 

17  requirements  applicable  to  all  closing  bases  or 

18  just  the  Presidio? 

19  MS.  LEE:    This  is  site  specific. 

20  We  may  use  the  Corrective  Action  Plan,  but  that 

21  doesn't  mean  we'll  always  come  up  with  the  same 

22  numbers. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    When  you  break 

24  out  the  Crissy  Field  site  as  a  separate  WDR, 

25  will  that  mean  that's  on  a  faster  track  than  the 
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1  others  or  a  different  track? 

2  MS.  LEE:    Again,  we  feel  that  there 

3  are  unresolved  issues,  and  also  the  San 

4  Francisco  --  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

5  Master  Plan  had  an  EIR  that  just  came  out,  and 

6  we  want  to  look  at  that.    In  the  EIR  they  look 

7  at  all  the  groundwater  basins  within  the 

8  jurisdiction  and  prioritize  them,  and  they  look 

9  at  what  is  the  existing  potential,  beneficial 

10  use  of  the  groundwater  in  different  basins.  And 

11  we  want  to  have  a  chance  to  look  at  that  report 

12  to  see  how  it  can  fit  into  the  cleanup. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    You  mentioned 

14  that  you  wanted  to  hasten  the  removal  and 

15  conversion  of  that  material  to  clean  material  in 

16  the  LDS.    I  don't  understand  how  that  will  be 

17  achieved  at  Crissy  Field,  that  particular  goal. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     Can  I  have  some 

19  clarification  on  that?    I  assume  when  you  say, 

20  "separating  Crissy  Field"  that's  a  different  -- 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    All  the 

22  cleanup  action  levels.      The  permit  for  the  low 

23  temperature  at  the  absorption  units  will  be  with 

24  the  WDR  coming  out  on  the  20th  of  March  for 

25  public  review. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     So  that  was 

2  taken  out  of  that;  is  that  right? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Yes. 
BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN  HARD:    Now  you  are 

.  _,oing  to  have  separate  waste  requirements  for 

6  Crissy  Field,  or  not? 

7  MS.  LEE:    We  can  either  amend  the 

8  marsh  permit  by  including  Crissy  Field  or  we 

9  just  do  a  separate  permit. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    But  they 

11  will  be  addressed  through  the  Administrative 

12  Record  mechanism  or  waste  discharge 

13  requirement? 

14  MS.  LEE:  Yes. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    And  the 

16  draft  that  you're  going  to  issue,  will  it  say 

17  that? 

18  MS.  LEE:    You  mean  to  say  about 

19  Crissy  Field?    Yes,  we  can  do  that  in  the 

20  finding  so  there's  another  portion. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  I  could  Jump 

22  in  just  for  a  moment.    For  those  of  you  who  are 

23  not  really  familiar  with  what  that  process  is, 

24  what's  being  permitted,  what  are  these 

25  requirements  are  about.    Is  there  anybody  that 
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1  would  like  a  little  bit  of  an  explanation  about 

2  what  this  process  is  about? 

3  Could  you  just  take  a  couple  of  minutes 

4  just  to  give  people  who  are  not  familiar  with 

5  what  this  whole  process  is  about?    Why  are  there 

6  waste  discharge  requirements?    What's  causing 

7  this  whole  process  to  happen?    So  we  can  give 

8  some  people  that  are  not  familiar  with  it  a 

9  little  more  background  about  that. 

10  MS.  LEE:    Okay.    If  I  understand 

11  the  question,  it's  why  is  it  that  we're  issuing 

12  these  requirements  on  petroleum.    Or,  why  is  it 

13  that  we're  handling  this  cleanup  sort  of 

14  differently  from  other  contamination  that  is 

15  being  addressed? 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN :    I  don't  think 

17  it's  exactly  that.    It's  a  little  more  basic 

18  than  that.  Bruce? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Yes.  My 

20  question  is  actually,  the  waste  discharge,  does 

21  that  mean  that  discharge  is  water  going  out, 

22  right?    It  goes  out  some  pipe,  or  is  this 

23  migration  of  the  water  that  you're  monitoring. 

24  And  also,  to  that  other  question.    Why  are 

25  you  the  lead  agency  and  not  the  Army?    And  how 
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1  does  that  have  to  do  with  this  FPALDR,  which  we 

2  all  dealt  with  before? 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  sort  of  need 

4  a  little  educational  moment  here  to  bring  people 

5  along  as  to  what  this  is  all  about. 

6  MS.  LEE:    The  Water  Board  regulates 

7  different  types  of  discharges  to  water  of  the 

8  state  and  we  issue  two  kinds  of  permits.    One  is 

9  the  discharge  directly  to  the  surface,  like  the 

10  bay,  creeks,  streams.    And  the  other  kind  that 

11  we're  talking  about  here  is  discharge  to  land, 

12  to  soil.    And  because  that  has  a  potential 

13  impact  to  the  groundwater  and  surface  water, 

14  indirectly,  but  that  is  the  water  of  the  state. 

15  The  first  one  I  talked  about,  surface 

16  water,  is  more  like  a  point  source  of  a  local 

17  sewer  treatment  plant,  or  like  a  big  industrial 

18  facility.  Chevron,  Shell,  something  of  that 

19  type.    The  non-point  that  we  talked  about  in  our 

20  vocabulary,  the  source  is  really  not  specific  to 

21  any  facility;  it's  like  the  whole  drainage 

22  area.    So  we  call  that  a  non-point  source.  But 

•oundwater  is  like  another  category.    If  it's  a 
t.     .on-point  source,  it  discharges  to  the  land, 
25  like  a  landfill,  you  put  waste  to  the  land,  and 
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1  it  has  leeches,  or  contaminated  groundwater,  and 

2  it's  going  to  migrate  in  the  groundwater 

3  sub-surface  and  to  some  site  that  will 

4  indirectly  go  into  the  Bay.    So  two  types  of 

5  permits.    And  this  one  is  discharged  to  land. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Are  you 

7  saying  that  the  remediation  that  was  spoken 

8  about  in  the  FPALDR?    And  you're  referring  to 

9  that  in  order  to  get  this  permit.    So  you're 

10  referring  to  low  temperature,  but  there's  more 

11  than  one  remedial  action  or  method,  more  methods 

12  than  that. 

13  MS.  LEE:    I  guess  we're  taking  all 

14  the  information  that  was  generated  with  regard 

15  to  the  petroleum  contamination  at  these  sites 

16  and  we  use  it  to  build  our  waste  discharge 

17  requirements  to  run  the  cleanup.    And  the  reason 

18  why  we're  doing  this  is  because,  first  of  all, 

19  this  facility  does  not  have  FFSRS.  Therefore, 

20  there's  really  no  mechanism  here  for  us  to 

21  measure  how  things  will  move  forward  at  a  pace 

22  that  we  feel  reasonable.    And  petroleum,  also, 

23  is  excluded  from  CERCLA.    It's  not  hazardous 

24  waste.    So  that's  why  the  Water  Board  has  taken 

25  a  lead. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Then  one 

2  follow-on  question.    You  spoke  of  negotiating, 

3  or  having  a  meeting  with  Roger,  over  fine-tuning 

4  of  this  agreement.    I  mean,  to  what  extent  does 

5  his  group  have  influence  over  your  choice  of 

6  issuance  of  this  plan? 

7  MS.  LEE:     I  seem  to  have  the  same 

8  level  of  influence  as  everybody  else  here. 

9  Because  you  all  have  the  opportunity  to  review 

10  this  tentative  set  of  requirements  and  then  have 

11  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  it  in  writing. 

12  And  if  you're  not  satisfied,  you  have  the 

13  opportunity  to  testify  in  front  of  the  Board. 

14  The  Board  is  made  up  of  nine  members  that  are 

15  representing  different  kinds  of  interests  in 

16  this  region. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     If  the  FFSRA; 

18  is  signed  tomorrow,  or  signed  at  any  point,  will 

19  that  have  an  effect  on  the  WDR? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    On  the  FFSRA 

21  we're  dealing  with  waste. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:     If  there  are 

23  additional  questions  and  a  desire  to  come  up  to 

24  speed,  let  me  know  and  I'll  try  to  arrange 

25  something  at  the  committee  meetings  to  have  more 
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1  in-depth  discussions  in  a  couple  of  weeks. 

2  Further  discussion  on  this  item? 

3  The  Underground  Storage  Tank  Committee,  or 

4  a  few  members  of  it  --  and  I  should  say  at  the 

5  beginning;  Harry  Ball,  who's  not  here  tonight, 

6  lead  a  review  of  several  documents  with  respect 

7  to  Building  637.    And  I  should  let  you  know,  I'm 

8  not  speaking  as  a  facilitator  right  now,  but  as 

9  an  active  participant  in  the  Underground  Storage 

10  Tank  Committee. 

11  Harry  contacted  us  via  E-mail  and  faxed 

12  with  regard  to  a  situation  that  has  been 

13  developing  at  Building  637.    It's  happened 

14  rather  rapidly.    My  apologies  for  not  including 

15  more  people.    We  were  even  considering  doing  a 

16  faxing  out  today  to  try  to  get  you  on  board. 

17  But  this  process  is  going  on.    So  what  we  have 

18  is  a  letter  from  the  Underground  Storage  Tank 

19  Committee  to  David,  and  it's  a  point  of 

20  discussion  for  the  RAB.    So  we  don't  necessarily 

21  anticipate  giving  it  to  him  tonight,  but  it's 

22  something  for  everyone  to  review  and  perhaps 

23  sign  on  to,  or  learn  more  about,  so  you  can  come 

24  up  to  speed  on  it. 

25  It  should  be  considered  a  draft,  at  this 
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1  point,  and  as  a  point  of  discussion.  We're 

2  happy  for  anybody  to  take  a  look  at  it  as  long 

3  as  people  realize  it's  really  a  point  of 

4  discussion.    The  document  does  not  have  "draft" 

5  marked  on  it. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I'm  going  to 

7  try  to  boil  down,  in  a  couple  of  minutes,  what 

8  the  issue  is  that  this  letter  addresses.  But 

9  the  background  and  the  items  it  does  refer  to 

10  are  really  a  lot  more  elaborate.    So  we're  Just 

11  trying  to  open  the  discussion  right  now. 

12  But  you  may  all  remember  that  the  Building 

13  637  Corrective  Action  Plan  had  five  different 

14  alternatives.    And  then  there  was  a  revised 

15  version  of  the  Corrective  Action  Plan  which 

16  shows  a  different  alternative  from  the  one  the 

17  draft  chose.    I  think  the  one  that  the  final 

18  draft  chose  is  known  as  Alternative  5. 

19  Alternatives  4  and  5,  which  were 

20  discussions  of  certain  remedial  actions,  to 

21  describe  them  in  three  words  or  less,  they 

22  involved  some  kind  of  active  remediation  to 

23  remediate  the  problem  there.    Alternative  1  was 

24  an  alternative  which  you  could  describe  as  "no 

25  action,"  although  it  involved  monitoring,  but 
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1  basically  kind  of  leaving  the  petroleum  in  place 

2  to  naturally  attentuate  or  disappear  on  its 

3  own. 

4  The  bases  for  what  we  understand  now  is  a 

5  de  facto  shift  in  selection  of  alternatives  by 

6  the  Army  to  prefer  Alternative  1  are  a  series  of 

7  memos  and  policy  statements  which  are  really 

8  fast  breaking  in  the  State  of  California  right 

9  now. 

10  There  was  a  report  by  Lawrence  Livermore 

11  Laboratories  which  studied  petroleum  cleanups  in 

12  this  region,  almost  exclusively,  not  all  of 

13  California,  and  that  and  other  data  have  led  the 

14  State  Water  Board  and  Regional  Boards  to  rethink 

15  a  lot  of  ways  petroleum  cleanups  are  handled  in 

16  California. 

17  The  adoption  of  this  policy  has  not  been 

18  finalized  yet.    There's  been  a  series  of  interim 

19  letters  and  guidance  documents.    And  several 

20  Regional  Water  Boards  in  the  State  of  California 

21  very  much  disagree  with  the  conclusions  of  the 

22  Lawrence  Livermore  report,  and  its 

23  implementation. 

24  So  the  problem  is  that  we,  as  public 

25  community  members  of  the  RAB,  have  been  issued 
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1  documents  which  we  reviewed  and  commented  on, 

2  and  the  documents  have  stated  which  alternatives 

3  are  kind  of  being  preferred.    But  there  is  a 

rnd  of  movement  or  discussion  to  actually  not 
.sleet  the  alternative  that  we  have  already 

6  reviewed.    And  Park  Service  has  written  a  letter 

7  about  it,  and  so  this  letter,  which  we  are 

8  starting  to  draft,  also  addresses  that  problem. 

9  And  I'm  sure  I'm  saying  a  lot  of  things 

10  that  Roger  would  say  completely  differently,  but 

11  this  is  the  gist  of  why  we  are  putting  out  this 

12  letter.    And  the  reason  for  thinking  about  it 

13  now  is  because  the  action  that  Shin-Roei 

14  referred  to  next  month  is  very  much  tied  up  with 

15  this  and  these  are  decisions  that  are  happening 

16  now.    I  mean,  if  we  don't  think  about  them  now 

17  or  act  with  them  in  a  timely  way,  we  will  lose 

18  our  opportunity  to  think  about  them. 

19  So  participating  in  the  review  of  the  Waste 

20  Discharge  Requirements,  even  though  they  may  not 

21  address  Building  637  directly,  they  will  have  an 

22  affect  on  the  ultimate  decision  that's  made  on 

23  Building  637. 

24  And  even  now,  as  I  say.  Building  637  is 

25  changed  and  is  very  dynamic.    Ue  should  focus  on 
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1  it  during  this  period.    The  letter  sort  of 

2  speaks  for  itself  in  terms  of  it  elaborates  on 

3  all  of  the  things  we  have  referred  to  in  here. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  so  this  may 

5  be  another  topic  of  discussion  at  committee  in 

6  another  couple  of  weeks. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  would  like 

8  to  know  who  to  request  a  copy  of  the  policies 

9  from.    And  also  a  copy  of  the  Lawrence  Livermore 

10  Lab  report. 

11  MS.  LEE:    I've  seen  the  summer 

12  reports,  but  I  have  to  say,  I  haven't  seen  the 

13  technical  document.    That  is  like  an  appendix  to 

14  that  summer  report. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     I  think  all 

16  the  Boards  have  a  copy  of  it  because  all  the 

17  people  that  are  on  the  senate-bill  group  have 

18  it,  and  it's  on  the  Water  Board  bulletin  board. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    A  lot  of 

20  discussion  may  well  be  based  on  this  policy,  may 

21  well  be  based  on  this  study,  which  is  being  used 

22  as  support  for  their  conclusion. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  guess  we  can 

24  get  the  record  policy  from  you;  is  that  correct, 

25  Shin-Roei? 
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1  MS.  LEE:    The  short  one  is  the 

2  State  Board's  memo,  dated  December  8th.  And 

3  because  it's  so  short.  Region  2  developed  an 

4  interim  guidance  to  implement  that.    So  it's  on 

5  the  bulletin  board,  but  I  can  get  whomever  is 

6  interested  in  that  a  copy  of  it. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  again,  the 

8  purpose  of  this  is  to  raise  the  issue  and  bring 

9  it  to  -- 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    This  issue  came 

11  up  at  our  January  9th  BCT  meeting.    And  the  Army 

12  wasn't  making  a  formal  proposal  to  us;  they  were 

13  running  some  ideas  or  thoughts  by  us,  and  we 

14  reacted  by  writing  a  fairly  strong  letter  of 

15  concern  about  the  direction  they  were  going. 

16  But  as  yet  we  haven't  seen  a  formal  proposal 

17  from  them  to  do  any  change  to  the  existing  plan, 

18  so  I'm  wanting  the  Army  to  inform  the  Regulatory 

19  Agencies,  the  Park  Service  and  the  RAB,  about 

20  what  its  intentions  are  with  respect  to  this 

21  site  before  we  get  going  really  far  down  the 

22  road  and  assuming  that  they  have  already  changed 

;eir  minds.    Because,  I  currently  do  not  know 
,iat  any  plans  are  for  this  site. 
25  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Our  intent 
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1  at  this  point  was  to  talk  to  Rich  about  it  at 

2  the  BCT  meeting,  which  just  proposed  it  as  a 

3  concept.    We  hadn't  proposed  changing  anything. 

4  At  this  point  we've  got  to  sit  down  with  him  and 

5  talk  to  him  about  it  and  get  clarification. 

6  Rich  has  been  busy  looking  at  the  RI,  so  I  think 

7  now  that  its  comment  period  is  through,  we  may 

8  be  able  to  sit  down  with  him  and  find  out 

9  because  again,  most  of  this  --  a  substantial  sum 

10  of  this  is  based  on  policy  that  just  came  out. 

11  So  there's  been  no  concrete  decision  made,  no 

12  action  has  been  taken  either  way. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Have  you  taken 

14  steps  for  them  to  slow  down  the  design  process 

15  that  was  already  under  way?    Have  you  put  the 

16  forward  movement  of  the  cleanup  on  hold  while 

17  you're  working  this  out? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Temporarily 

19  on  hold,  yes. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  Personally, 

21  I  just  want  to  emphasize,  again,  that  I ,  as  a 

22  public  member,  looking  for  opportunities  for 

23  comment  that  are  going  to  be  responded  to,  it's 

24  extremely  unclear  to  me,  when,  if  ever,  I  would 

25  ever  get  another  opportunity  to  --  if  a  decision 
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1  was  made  to  go  to  Alternative  1,  when  I  would 

2  ever  get  a  chance  to  have  some  input  about  that 

3  decision.    We  already  have  a  final  --  what  the 

4  Army  considers  a  final  Corrective  Action  Plan. 

5  There's  going  to  be,  as  you  just  heard,  on  March 

6  20th,  a  hearing  of  the  Board  where  these  issues 

7  about  the  implementation  of  the  Board  policies 

8  are  going  to  be  part  of  the  discussion.  And 

9  suppose  on  March  20th  that  policy  is  completely 

10  ratified,  if  maybe  we  disagree  with  it  in  some 

11  way  or  think  it  should  be  amended  because  of  its 

12  application  once  that  decision  is  already  made 

13  on  March  20th,  if  we  have  not  thought  about  its 

14  implication  or  its  consequences,  that's  gone, 

15  that  actually  is  gone.    The  record  already  says 

16  that  implementation  of  that  policy  is  a  sound 

17  idea.    It's  referenced  in  the  FPALDR  or  in 

18  statements  that  the  Army  has  made,  has  already 

19  decided.    If  you  disagree  with  it  later,  too 

20  late.    Those  are  the  things  that  I  think  about 

21  in  terms  of  these  opportunities  that  are  coming 

22  up  on  the  schedule. 

23  So  we  don't  have  to  necessarily  have  to 

24  send  out  a  final  letter  on  whether  Alternative  1 

25  is  being  decided  on  today,  but  I'm  worried  that 
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1  maybe  Alternative  1  has  been  kind  of  decided. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    My  comment 

3  would  be  to  ask  the  Army  to  come  before  us  and 

4  actually  present  what  they  are  thinking  and 

5  saying.    That  you  need  to  talk  to  Rich.  You 

6  need  to  come  back  to  the  group  and  talk  about 

7  what  direction  you  are  planning  to  take.  I 

8  don't  think  it's  bad  to  send  out  a  letter.  I 

9  just  think  we  need  to  know  what's  going  on. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  Because 

11  before  tonight,  or  before  we  talked  about  this, 

12  the  other  thing  that  was  out  in  the  public 

13  domain  were  documents  that  said  that  Alternative 

14  5  is  what  the  Army  is  choosing  right  now,  and 

15  we  would  like  information  to  know  whether  there 

16  has  been  acknowledgment  or  discussion  that  a 

17  different  plan  has  also  been  considered. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

19  comments? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  would  just 

21  like  to  add,  this  whole  idea  of  this  "no  action 

22  alternative"  is  exactly  that.     It's  just  an  idea 

23  brought  up  at  a  BCT  meeting.    And  I  understand 

24  the  public's  concern.    And  there  was  certainly 

25  not  any  intention  on  our  part  not  to  hear  your 
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1  concerns  about  that.    At  this  point,  we  don't 

2  even  know  if  the  idea  is  viable.    The  Water 

3  Board  puts  out  a  policy,  a  light  bulb  goes  off 

4  over  our  head,  and  we  say,  "Hey,  is  this  a 

5  policy  that  could  be  applied  to  637?    Gee,  I 

6  don't  know.    Let's  run  the  concept  by  the  group 

7  and  the  BCT  and  see."    Everybody  kind  of  puts 

8  their  two  cents  in,  and  basically,  it  falls  back 

9  to,  "Let's  see  what  the  Water  Board  says."  We 

10  haven't  talked  to  the  Water  Board.    We  have  no 

11  idea  if  this  is  a  viable  thing.    So  since  we 

12  haven't  talked  to  the  Water  Board,  we  don't  even 

13  know  what  direction  we're  going  to  go  on  this 

14  "no  action  alternative,"  if  we're  going  to  go 

15  on  it  at  all. 

16  So  where  does  that  leave  the  Army's 

17  position  right  now?    The  Army's  position  right 

18  now  is  that  we  have  a  Corrective  Action  Plan  for 

19  637.    That  is  the  planned  action  for  that  site. 

20  It  has  been  temporarily  put  on  hold  pending  the 

21  determination  of  whether  a  no  action  alternative 

22  is  viable  at  this  site  based  on  this  new  Water 

23  Board  policy.    We  aren't  doing  this  behind 

24  closed  doors  to  try  to  sneak  something  by 

25  anybody. 
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1  If  it  turns  out,  based  on  our  discussions 

2  with  the  Water  Board,  that  this  is  a  viable 

3  option,  it's  going  to  go  back  to  the  BCT  for 

4  further  discussion,  the  Army  would  put  out  a 

5  formal  statement  saying,  "Based  on  our 

6  discussions  with  the  Water  Board,  this  is  a  new 

7  direction  we  want  to  go."    And  we'd  put  it  out 

8  to  the  RAB  just  like  we  did  for  the  original  637 

9  Corrective  Action  Plan  and  let  you  comment  on 

10  it,  and  at  that  point  it  would  be  appropriate  to 

11  issue  concerns  like  this.    Because  I  don't  even 

12  know  if  your  concerns  here  are  valid  because  we 

13  don't  even  know  what  we're  going  to  do.  Even 

14  with  a  no  action  alternative  in  the  CAP,  that 

15  wasn't  going  to  happen. 

16  So,  in  any  case,  I  just  want  to  say  that 

17  your  draft  letter  and  your  concerns  were  well 

18  accepted,  but  this  is  really  still  in  the 

19  conceptual  stage,  and  until  the  Army  has  an 

20  opportunity  to  discuss  the  viability  with  the 

21  Board,  you  just  have  to  kind  of  stay  tuned. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:     All  right. 

23  Thank  you. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     I  do  have 

25  to  clarify  something.    Everybody  has  been 
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.ion,  that  the  concept  that 
/tf  ...  up  was  no  action.    That's  not 

\>  concept  that  we  were  bringing  up  was 

.on  on  the  groundwater  plume  itself.  Of 
,e  soils,  the  floating  project  would  be  taken 

6  care  of  as  per  the  Corrective  Action  Plan.  The 

7  approach  that  we  were  going  to  take  was  the 

8  plume  itself.    So  that's  not  quite  the  no 

9  action,  that  was  in  Alternative  1  in  the 

10  Corrective  Action  Plan.    That  was  an  almost  true 

11  no  action  that  we  have  proposed  in  a  conceptual 

12  nature;  it  was  not  a  no  action  alternative.  I 

13  don't  want  people  saying,  "Gee,  the  Army's  not 

14  going  to  do  anything  at  Building  637."    A  lot  of 

15  stuff  has  been  floating  around  in  a  letter  and 

16  kind  of  got  twisted. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    In  our  letter 

18  we  did  not  ever  make  the  statement  that  it  was 

19  no  action  or  Alternative  1.    We  were 

20  specifically  addressing  the  issue  of 

21  groundwater. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     I  would  just 

23  like  a  clarification  on  how  you  intend  to 

24  approach  the  Water  Board,  whether  you  wi 1 1  be 

25  asking  directly  for  permission  or  exploring  the 
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1  public  forum.    Because  if  they  say,  "Well,  it's 

2  okay,"  then  you're  empowered  to  do  that,  from 

3  your  perspective  after  you  have  talked  to  us, 

4  and  run  it  through,  but  you  have  gotten  official 

5  permission,  haven't  you? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    If  there's 

7  any  change  to  the  Building  637  Corrective  Action 

8  Plan,  we  will  have  to  issue  a  new  Corrective 

9  Action  Plan  and  formal  Board  approval.    So  there 

10  is  no  way  that  we  would  just  go  over  to  Rich, 

11  make  it  happen,  and  the  next  thing  you  know,  we 

12  changed  it.    It  has  to  go  through  the  normal 

13  process.    I  have  to  talk  together  with  the 

14  staff,  I've  got  to  see  what  the  staff  has  to 

15  say.    Whether  they  feel,  "Well,  yes,  that  seems 

16  like  a  reasonable  approach.    Why  don't  you  think 

17  about  it?"    And  then  we  could  say, "Okay  maybe 

18  it's  worth  it." 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  would  just 

20  like  to  say  that  this  letter,  much  like  other 

21  forms  of  communication,  is  a  way  to  --  as  Bob 

22  says  --  get  our  two  cents  in.    And  hopefully, 

23  it  was  accepted  that  way.    Thank  you. 

24  Anything  else  on  this  item?    All  right.  I 

25  believe  that  we  have  covered  all  No.  5  items. 
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1  Anything  else?    All  right.    On  Item  No.  4,  which 

2  is  the  final  section. 

3  I  missed  the  last  one,  5.D.,  Review  of 

4  Field  Work. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  only 

6  thing  I  wanted  to  say  about  that  is  that  in  the 

7  midst  of  all  the  review  that  is  going  with  the 

8  RAB  members,  there's  also  a  lot  of  field  work 

9  going  on.    We  publish  in  our  newsletter  the 

10  field  work  schedules.    We  also  have  schedules 

11  from  the  contractors  to  think  about  what  they 

12  are  doing.    So  I  just  want  to  make  sure  to 

13  remind  you  folks  to  take  a  look  at  that  stuff  if 

14  you  want  to  know  what's  going  on.    Most  of  the 

15  field  work  is  all  UST  Removal  and  Imminent 

16  Hazard  Abatement  Board  and  Asbestos  Lead-base 

17  Paint.    I  know  Lee  Sesler  is  here  from  Versar. 

18  Lee,  would  you  mind  giving  a  quick  two 

19  minutes  on  what's  going  on  with  the  surveys  and 

20  the  reports  you  guys  are  doing?    And,  then, 

21  maybe  Rich,  could  you  give  a  quick  two  minutes 

22  on  where  IT  is  at  in  doing  some  of  the 

mediation  work? 

MR.  SESLER:    Versar  has  completed 
25  all  the  field  work.    There  are  several 
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1  inaccessible  units.    We're  trying  to  get  entry 

2  to  do  preparation,  and  publication  of  asbestos 

3  and  lead-base  paint  inspection  reports  is 

4  continuing.    We  are  shooting  for  the  end  of 

5  February  to  complete  that  task. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Is  that  your 

7  document,  asbestos  document,  is  that  published 

8  by  Versar,  the  one  that's  out  here? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  that's 

10  not.    That's  IT's. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    How  many  total 

12  buildings  will  that  cover?    And  are  those  all 

13  residential -type  buildings? 

14  MR.  SESLER:    There  will  be  a  wide 

15  variety. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  numbers 

17  that  Lee  cited  for  lead  are  predominately 

18  residential  structures.    Although,  there  were 

19  some  buildings  that  were  formerly  barrack 

20  structures,  they  are  going  to  be  used  as 

21  administrative  bui Idings.    Technical ly  speaking, 

22  they  will  qualify  as  residential  structures,  but 

23  they  are  in  that  group.    The  asbestos  covers 

24  both  residential  and  non- residential 

25  structures. 
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1  Just  as  another  reminder,  Versar,  Lee's 

2  company,  did  the  survey.    And  IT,  Rich  and  Ira's 

3  company,  they're  actually  taking  those  surveys 

4  and  saying,  "Okay,  here's  what  we've  got  to 

5  abate  in  those  structures." 

6  MR.  SESLER:    With  the  imminent 

7  hazard  abatement,  we're  well  underway  to 

8  completing  the  40,  41  buildings  that  are 

9  classified  as  potential  imminent  hazards.  I 

10  would  say  we're  probably  a  third  of  the  way 

11  done.    We  should  be  completed  sometime  in 

12  March. 

13  In  January,  we  completed  the  100,000  gallon 

14  AST  at  Building  1349.    That's  all  completed  and 

15  site  restoration  is  pretty  much  done.  In 

16  January,  December,  we  removed  two  tanks  from  the 

17  Letterman  Complex,  Building  1110,  should  be 

18  finishing  those  up  this  week.    We  have  pulled 

19  several  above-ground  storage  tanks  from 

20  different  buildings  that  the  Park  Service  wanted 

21  access  to  quicker. 

22  As  far  as  field  works  goes,  we'll  have  a 

23  slight  lull  for  some  plans  to  get  through  the 

24  review  process.    By  the  middle  of  March,  we 

25  should  be  starting  back  up  on  the  tank  project 


78 

1  and  the  FDS  fuel  line  removal. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    We  didn't 

3  discuss  the  handout  for  the  feasibility  study. 

4  I  just  have  a  major  correction  on  that  handout. 

5  Second  to  the  last  page,  where  the  Army 

6  discussed  criteria  for  analogies  for  the 

7  alternatives.    They  are  stilt  missing  some.  One 

8  is  state  acceptance  and  public  acceptance.  So 

9  if  you  check  NCP,  which  is  the  guidelines  for 

10  analysis  for  remedial  criteria,  there  are  nine 

11  criteria  instead  of  seven. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:  I  had  a 

13  question  for  the  gentleman  from  IT  about  what 

14  sort  of  quality  control  or  assurance  policy  do 

15  you  have  on  the  site?    Do  you  have  anybody 

16  overseeing  your  work?    I'm  sure  that  the 

17  contracts  for  the  Army  itself,  I'm  sure  lays  out 

18  the  policy  for  the  quality  control.    What  sort 

19  of  feedback  do  you  have  from  an  overseer  on  your 

20  field  work? 

21  MR.  SESLER:    Our  client  is  the 

22  Corps  of  Engineers.    There  are  very  strict 

23  policies.    Our  daily  work  is  monitored  by  their 

24  construction  operation  personnel,  Mr.  Doug 

25  Delaney,  who  we're  in  contact  with  on  a  daily 
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1  basis,  either  Doug,  or  one  of  his 

2  representatives.    We  also  have  our  own  quality 

3  assurance  person  on  site  and  he  designed  the 

4  site  for  that  specific  function,  to  oversee  our 

5  work  and  make  sure  we  complete  our  plans  and 

6  specifications  and  our  work  plans. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Do  you  have 

8  any  other  permit  issuers  like  the  Water  Board  or 

9  any  of  those  other  groups? 

10  MR.  SESLER:    The  Public  Health 

11  Department  is  part  of  the  permitting  process  for 

12  the  Underground  Storage  Tank.    So  before  we  can 

13  actually,  physically  remove  the  tanks  from  the 

14  ground,  we  have  to  get  their  blessing.  We're 

15  working  closely  with  Montgomery/Watson.  We're 

16  doing  some  final  confirmation  sampling,  and 

17  Montgomery/Watson  is  assisting  there. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  on 

19  that  item,  5.B? 

20  On  to  the  committee  reports  then.    I  know 

21  in  speaking  with  Thomas,  with  regards  to  the 

22  Organizational  Committee,  he  has  received,  I 

23  understand,  two  nominations  for  community 

24  co-chair.    And  he  is  not  here  to  announce  those, 

25  but  he's  asked  me  to  do  that  with  this  note. 
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1  They  are  Rob  Reinhard  and  Jan  Baxter  have  been 

2  nominated.    It  has  been  proposed  that  perhaps 

3  now,  over  the  period  of  the  next  month,  people 

4  can  speak  to  these  two  candidates  about  their 

5  views,  what  they  want  to  accomplish,  that  sort 

6  of  thing.    And  we  would  be  able  to  run  the 

7  election  at  the  next  RAB  meeting.    Any  comments 

8  or  thoughts  about  that?  Okay. 

9  Thomas  gave  me  a  note  that  there  are  two 

10  boxes  of  the  Marine  Ecological  Sampling  and 

11  Analysis  Report  of  the  site  here.    They  are 

12  available  tonight  for  anyone  who  wants  one.  And 

13  he  says  if  there  are  no  more  available,  you 

14  should  fill  out  an  official  information  request 

15  form  located  on  the  information  table  and  give 

16  it  to  Denise,  or  call  him  at  his  office. 

17  And,  as  a  final  note  from  Thomas,  he  says 

18  if  you  have  any  other  information  requests, 

19  please  forward  them  to  his  office.  Other 

20  Organizational  Committee  issues. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    I  wanted  to 

22  just  give  a  quick  summary  of  the  issues  on  the 

23  table.    The  people  that  I  know  of  who  are  on  the 

24  committee.  Organizational  Committee,  are  myself, 

25  Jan  and  Doug.    And  I  think  it  would  be  good  if 
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1  some  new  members  joined  us.    Mark  has 

« 

1 

chance  to  look  at  the  new  bylaws,  so  they  don't 

2  participated  with  us  on  that  committee. 

Z 

have  a  sense  of  whether  change  is  significant  or 

3          I  was  gone  on  holiday,  so  maybe  some  of 

3 

not.    If  they  could  have  some  time  to  go  over 

'ese  issues  have  been  resolved.    If  anybody 

4 

them  to  get  a  sense  for  this,  or  how  big  of  a 

,iows  if  they  have  been  removed,  just  speak  up. 

5 

deal  the  change  of  it  is,  then  they  might  be 

6         First  one  is,  have  we  all  agreed  that  when 

6 

able  to  decide  their  comfort  level. 

7  we  have  organizational  changes,  that  we're  going 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:     If  anybody 

8  to  be  amending  our  bylaws  to  reflect  them?  I 

8 

needs  a  copy  of  the  bylaws,  Thomas  can  send  them 

9  mean,  is  that  our  consensus  here?    Could  we  get 

9 

to  you  by  AOL  or  E-mail  or  fax  them. 

10  some  consensus?    And  within  the  past  week  I  have 

10 

Some  other  issues  we  have  on  the  table  are 

11  maybe  got  eight  requests  for  our  bylaws,  and  I 

11 

committees,  and  whether  or  not  the  committees 

12  think  we  should  decide  whether  or  not  we're 

12 

have  decided  if  they  have  set  meeting  times  so 

13  going  to  be  amending  them  or  not  when  we  make 

13 

other  members  can  attend. 

14  changes.    Because  if  we're  not  going  to  amend 

14 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  far  the 

15  them,  we  will  know  what  copy  to  send  out. 

15 

certain  committee  date  is  the  fourth  Tuesday  of 

16                         BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Are  there 

16 

the  month.    And  so  far  the  pattern  has  been  to 

17  changes  that  are  written  in  the  bylaws? 

17 

hold  the  committee  meetings  here,  and  we've  done 

Its                          BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:     Yes.  We 

18 

that  once.    And  potentially,  it  was  a  bit 

19  changed  the  written  format  such  as  we  changed 

19 

disruptive,  as  two  were  going  on,  but  at  least 

20  our  committees  around.    So  do  we  change  our 

20 

that's  where  we  have  it  at  this  time. 

21  bylaws  to  reflect  the  new  committee?    So  maybe 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Except  the 

22  we  could  just  decide  that  issue. 

22 

Organizational  Committee  sort  of  meets  elsewhere 

23                     BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Could  I  make  a 

23 

because  these  govern  in  that  pattern. 

24  suggestion?    A  lot  of  people  haven't  really  read 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    And  then  with 

25  --  particularly,  the  new  members,  haven't  had  a 

25 

regard  to  the  election  of  officers,  has  that 
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1  been  resolved? 

1 

my  feeling. 

2                      FACILITATOR  KERN:  No. 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Do  we  have 

3                         BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:     Okay.     So  that 

3 

minutes? 

4  one  is  still  on  the  table.    Has  the  RAB  agreed 

4 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  have  not  had 

5  to  whether  or  not  we  want  our  co-chair  to 

5 

minutes. 

6  delegate  issues  to  committees  during  the  RAB 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  ST0NER:    Sometimes,  you 

7  meeting?    That  came  up  for  discussion  before  and 

7 

know,  a  task  force  can  look  into  an  issue  and  a 

8  I  can't  remember  if  we  took  a  vote  on  whether  or 

Q 

8 

month  later  the  issue  is  more  or  less  resolved. 

9  not  we  want  our  co-chair  to  have  that  job. 

y 

So  maybe,  at  some  point,  we  want  to  figure  out 

1U                           FACILITATOR  KERN:     It  was  part  OT 

1  n 
10 

if  these  are  really  committee  issues  or  if  they 

11  the  discussion  of  that  whole  organizational  set 

1 1 

are  more  temporary  kinds  of  group  structures 

12  of  things,  and  we  never  really  took  a  vote  on 

12 

going  on. 

13  it.    It  was  intended  to  be  instructive  about  how 

1  ~z 
To 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     Just  for 

14  the  committee  could  work,  but  it  was  never  voted 

14 

information.    At  the  moment  we  have  a  very 

15  on  at  that  time. 

15 

specific  listing  of  committee  bylaws  in  our 

16                          BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     It  Changing 

16 

Charter.    And  so,  if  people  want  to  change  it 

17  the  bylaws  for  each  committee  all  the  time,  is 

17 

back  to  the  type  of  thing  you  are  talking  about 

18  that  if  you  keep  it  fairly  loose  and  say  it 

18 

--  because,  right  now  we  have  fairly  specific 

19  should  be  up  to  the  Board,  and  have  a  certain 

19 

bylaws. 

20  amount  of  notice?    Then  I  can  be  a  lot  more 

20 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     So  it  sounds 

21  flexible  as  to  creation  of  committees.    Then  you 

dl 

like  the  Organizational  Committee  needs  to 

22  don't  have  defunct  committees  on  hand,  and  you 

22 

regroup  and  bring  those  issues  to  the  Board  to 

n't  have  to  constantly  change  the  bylaws,  so 

23 

be  decided  or  not. 

c.-,  ,t's  more  at  the  will  of  the  group  and  put  it  in 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    We  just  need 

25  the  minutes  here  rather  than  amend  them.  That's 

25 

this  done  once  and  for  all. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    What  is  the 

2  reporter's  purpose  then?    I  know  this  is  public 

3  record.    Where  does  that  stand? 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    It  would  be  for 

5  the  purpose  of  a  condensed  version,  really. 

6  Because  I've  reviewed  the  recordings  for  the 

7  meetings  and  they  are  quite  lengthy.  Every 

8  single  item  is  in  there,  so  as  yet  it  hasn't 

9  been  an  issue  that  anybody  really  had  to  have 

10  the  minutes  beyond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt,  but  it 

11  would  certainly  be  nice. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  we  had 

13  a  secretary  for  a  few  months.    We  may  want  to 

14  have  one  and  put  it  in  there.    But  getting 

15  somebody  from  this  group  that  wants  to  do  it  is 

16  another  thing.    I  don't  know.    Personally,  I 

17  don't  feel  a  tremendous  lack  of  minutes. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    The  purpose 

19  for  minutes  is  having  done  this.    In  other 

20  groups  you  really  only  record  --  technically, 

21  all  you  have  to  record  is  actions  or  motions, 

22  and  we  don't  have  any,  so  unless  we  have  --  and 

23  certainly  announcements  can  also  be  incorporated 

24  in  that,  if  you  wanted  to  do  that  with  the 

25  organizational  structure.      It  could  be  pretty 
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1  brief.    People  don't  like  brief  minutes. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Well,  then 

3  towards  that,  if  there  was  an  issue,  if 

4  something  got  resolved,  we  do  have  a  record  that 

5  we  could  refer  to. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  another 

7  Organizational  Committee  things? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    There's  one 

9  other  point.    I  wanted  to  thank  the  Army  for 

10  making  the  regulator's  comments  available  to  the 

11  public.    Trudy  did  a  great  job. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Thank  you. 

13  I'll  pass  that  on  to  her. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  from 

15  the  Outreach  Committee? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  just  wanted 

17  to  mention  a  couple  of  things.    At  our  last 

18  committee  meeting,  the  Outreach  Committee  talked 

19  about  how  we  were  going  to  raise  the  issue  of 

20  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  and  some  of  our  concerns 

21  about  that.    What  we've  done  in  between  that 

22  committee  meeting  and  now,  a  group  did  meet  with 

23  our  supervisors.    Doug  drafted  a  letter  and  also 

24  presented  it  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  sort 

25  of  summarizing  our  concerns.    And  I  think  the 
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1  next  step  is  probably  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 

2  District  Transportation  Meeting,  too.    But  I 

3  would  think  --  Doug,  you  could  tell  them  a 

4  little  bit  more  about  the  letter  and  the 

5  supervisors. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Yes.    It  was  a 

7  four-hour  meeting.    I  waited  and  made  my  three- 

8  minute  comment  at  the  end  of  that.    And  it  was 

9  not  unlike  some  of  the  other  comments  that  we 

10  made.    And  everybody  had  left  the  room,  and  so 

11  the  effectiveness  of  my  comments  was  probably 

12  limited.    Nevertheless,  there  were  several 

13  people  there  that  heard  the  comments. 

14  I  have  been  in  touch  with  the  project 

15  engineers  from  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District 

16  and  finally  had  rather  long  conversation  with 

17  the  remediation  project  manager  just  today.  I 

18  had  a  very  long  conversation  with  him.    He  was  a 

19  very  nice  gentleman.  Carry  Witt.    He  was  very 

20  open  about  wanting  to  discuss  with  the  RAB,  at 

21  any  time,  what  they  have  in  mind,  and  I  would  be 

22  happy  to  talk  about  that  further.    It  was  kind 

23  of  a  long  conversation  that  had  to  do  with 

24  assurances  about  Phase  2,  and  what  could  be 

25  there  for  us  to  sort  of  latch  on  to.  That's 
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1  where  a  lot  of  the  concerns  are  what,  if 

2  anything,  is  actually  going  to  be  done  in  Phase 

3  2. 

4  So  this  probably  is  not  the  best  time  of 

5  the  evening  to  get  into  that;  so  we'll  hold 

6  off.    But  that  contact  has  been  made  and  I  do 

7  have  all  the  dates  and  times  of  the 

8  subcommittees  and  the  full  board  meetings  for 

9  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District.    So  those  of 

10  you  who  do  want  to  attend  those,  please,  let  me 

11  know. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  wanted  to 

13  mention  this.    Some  members  of  the  Outreach 

14  Committee  have  been  looking  at  this  Community 

15  Relationship  Plan,  on  which  comment  is  due  this 

16  coming  Friday,  the  16th.    However,  this  plan  is 

17  not  impossible  to  read  and  digest.    There  are 

18  double-spaced  pages,  and  it  actually  is  a  very 

19  comprehensive  plan  that  addresses  almost  every 

20  aspect  of  public  information  and  public 

21  outreach.    I  know  a  lot  of  people  on  this 

22  committee  have  backgrounds  in  these  areas.  The 

23  newsletter,  the  Web  Site,  press  releases, 

24  Community  Outreach.    In  general,  making 

25  information  understandable  to  the  RAB.  Public 
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1  comment  period.    Which  organization  should  be  on 

2  a  mailing  list.    And  I  want  to  encourage  anybody 

3  who  has  any  suggestions  to  make  in  any  of  these 

-eas  to  consider  commenting  on  this  report, 
dnise  and  Thomas  Appling  have  brought 

6  additional  copies  of  the  report,  and  even  though 

7  the  time  for  comments  is  short,  I  think  it's 

8  possible  to  do  that.    Several  of  us  are  drafting 

9  comments,  and  I  think,  that  it's  effective  for 

10  us  to  do  so  individually.    Anybody  who  wants  to 

11  come  join,  may.    I  think  Molly  and  I,  and  maybe 

12  Jan,  are  definitely  working  on  it  so  far. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  would  just 

14  like  to  say  that  I,  among  others  here,  were 

15  interviewed  for  the  report.    So  to  comment  on 

16  the  report  --or  comments  on  the  RAB  are  already 

17  in  the  report.    And  secondly,  I  did  have  -- 

18  meant  also  to  give  this  to  you.    The  Golden  Gate 

19  Bridge.    For  handing  out,  I  have  seven  of  them. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     I  wanted  to 

21  give  Molly  the  credit  for  realizing  how  broad 

22  this  report  was. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments 

24  from  the  Outreach  Committee?    As  far  as  the  Main 

25  Installation  Committee,  I  just,  from  my  own 
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1  personal  viewpoint,  I  would  like  to  congratulate 

2  all  the  effort  that  people  put  into  making  their 

3  comments.    I  know  from  bases  around  the  Bay  Area 

4  and  bases  far  off  that  that  kind  of  response  is 

5  not  usually  accomplished.    So  I  think  the 

6  community  members  went  a  long  way  towards 

7  providing  a  lot  of  good  input.     I'd  like  to 

8  thank  you  for  your  help  in  doing  that. 

9  Any  other  items  for  this  evening? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  as  a 

11  community  member,  I  would  like  to  have  John 

12  Buck's  overview  of  the  Feasibility  Study  before 

13  I  consider.    And  I  noticed  that  the  comment 

14  deadline  is  March  15,  and  put  off  the  overview 

15  until  March  14th.    This  concerns  me  a  little 

16  bit.    One  suggestion  was  made  that  presentation 

17  could  be  made  to  the  Main  Installation 

18  Committee. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    As  we 

20  mentioned  earlier,  we're  going  to  modify  the 

21  schedule  so  that  you  will  have  copies  of  the  RI 

22  comments  to  review  in  conjunction  with  reviewing 

23  the  FS. 

24  But  I  also  mentioned  that  we  encourage  you 

25  to  go  ahead  and  start  looking  at  the  FS  to  try 
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and  get  some  type  of  understanding  out  of  the 
document.    And,  in  all  likelihood,  the  comment 
response  period  will  be  after  the  next  RAB 
meeting,  which  is  March  the  12th.    So  if  we  do 
the  Feasibility  Study  and  a  sort  of  official  FS 
comment  period,  that  will  be  done.    You  will 
have  the  RI  comment  package  in  your  hand  some 
time  after  that. 

FACILITATOR  KERN :    Any  other  items  for 
this  evening?    Very  good.    I'd  like  to  thank 
everyone  for  attending,  and  for  your 
participation  tonight.    Without  objection, 
meeting  adjourned. 

(Meeting  adjourned  at  10:00  p.m.) 
---o0o--- 
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FACILITATOR  KERN :      Good  evening. 
This   is  the  Presidio  of   San  Francisco 
Restoration  Advisory  Board.      I'd   like  to  welcome 
everyone  here  tonight,   the  Army  and  its 
contractors,    the  community  members  and 
regulators.     Thank  you  for  coming  out  this 
evening  and  spending  your  evening  with  us. 
Also,   welcome,   those  of  you  that  are  members  of 
the  public.     Does  everybody  have  an  agenda?  Are 
there  any  additions  or  changes  to  the  agenda 
this  evening? 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      The  RPM 

meeting . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Let's   put  that 
as   5.E.;   would  that  be  okay? 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  Yes. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Other  items? 
All  right  then,   without  objection,    we'll  move 
ahead  with  the   agenda.      Any  old  business?  Item 
No.    4    is   entitled   Public   Representations  and 
Communications.      I   must   admit   I   don't   know  what 
this   item   is.      Bob,  please. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      Leeann  asked 
for  this  to  be  on  the  agenda.      Let  me   just  try 
to   summarize  what  I  think  is  the   issue.      I  think 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
2  0 
2  1 
22 
23 
24 
25 


5 

there  are  several  parts  of  this. 

Over  the   last  couple  of  months,    I  think 
from  almost  every  action  or  corridor  of  interest 
on  the  RAB  there  has  been  concern  with  public 
representations  or  contacts  with  the  media,  or 
representations  with  the  media,    about  who  was 
doing  what,    where.      Here  are   some  examples. 

The  Army  was  concerned  about  a  press 
release  that  was  being  put  out  about  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge  District.     The  City's  last  meeting 
expressed  concern  about  an   interview  that 
happened  with  a  magazine.      I'm  the  community 
cochair,    and  I  have  been  concerned  that  the  Army 
has   failed   several  times   to   inform  the  community 
cochair  as  required  by  the  Charter  about  public 
representations  where  the  public,    or  the 
community,    is   supposed  to  be  represented,    but  we 
only   find  out   afterwards   that   there   even  was  an 
event   or  that   somebody  representing  the  public 
was   supposed  to   say  something   of  which,    at  least 
this   part,    the  public  knows   nothing   about.  And 
I   think  that  Mark  had  some  concern  also,    or,  I 
mean  --   in  other  words,    there  are  a  number  of 
incidents  where  the  way   in  which  the  RAB  is 
functioning  publicly  or  organizing 
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representations   from  either  RAB  members  or 
governmental  members  has  raised  concern  on  the 
part  of   its  members,    and  Leeann  especially 
wanted  to  talk  about  this.      So  she's  not  here 
right  now,    but  that  was  the  reason  for  this  item 
being  put  on  the  agenda. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Further  comments 
or  clarifying  guestions? 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:      I  was  concerned 
about  the  newsletter,    and  about  the  way  the 
newsletter  --  the  way  the  newsletter  presents  an 
impression  to  the  public  that  RAB  members   are  in 
fact  endorsing  the  content  of  the  newsletter, 
when,    in  fact,    we  don't  get  an  opportunity  to 
review  it.      I'm  particularly  concerned  with  the 
way  the  review  investigation,  point, 
counterpoint,    on  the  goals,    in  the  newsletter, 
to  have   a   chance  to  talk  to  the   authors.      And  so 
I   think  we  need  to  take   a   look  at  these  kinds  of 
vehicles   and  determine  what   is   the  most 
appropriate  and  responsible  way  to  present  this 
information,    particularly  if   it's  going  to  be 
the  Army's  voice  as  opposed  to  the  RAB's  voice. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Further 

comments? 
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BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I   think   also  we 
should  keep   in  mind  that  the  public  outreach 
committee  has  been  aware  of  these  issues  and  has 
been  discussing  them,   and  coming  up  with  some 
strategies  as  well. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I  noticed  Leeann 
has  just  walked  in,    so  we  can  put  her  right  on 
the  spot,    the  glaring  spotlight,    even  before 
she's  prepared  to  speak.      We  are  talking  about 
the   issue  of  public  representation  and 
communications.      Did  you  have  any  thoughts  as 
you  walked   in  the  room  on  that? 

BOARDMEMBER   LAHREN:      Well,  just 
that   I   thought  that  it  would  be  a  good   idea  for 
the  RAB,    as   a  body,    to   come  up  with   a  strategy 
for  how  we  want  to  deal  with  public  outreach. 
So   I   don't  know  how   far  we  got   on  that. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      All    I  did 
before  you  walked   in  was  to  try  to   list   a  number 
of   examples   of  why  there's   a  problem,    both  from 
the  public's   side  and  the  government's   side.  An 
example  would  be  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  letter, 
the  representation  of  the  community  members,  the 
City's  comments  at  the   last  RAB.      And  I  stated 
that  you  and  I  had  a  conversation  where  you 
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wanted  to  raise  that. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Well,    I  might 
make  a  comment,    stepping  out  of  my  facilitator 
role.      It's  a  diverse  group,    and  people  should 
have  the  ability  to  make  comments  to  represent 
themselves  as  individuals,   to  be  able  to  express 
their  opinions.     And  also  there's  an  effort,  I 
think,   to  have  some  sort  of  unified  voice,  at 
times,    to  make  that  voice  strongly  heard.  So 
there's  a  combination  of  effects  going  on.  And 
certainly  the  Public  Outreach  Committee,  having 
sat   in  on  that  committee  now  at   least   for  a 
couple  of  meetings,    is  beginning  to  strategize 
and  come  up  with  ways  to  make  that  voice  more 
strongly  heard,    more  well-put  before  the 
public.      But   I   don't  think   it   should  be  limited, 
necessarily,    to   just  having  to  get   approval  from 
the  Public  Outreach  Committee  or  approval  from 
anybody,    particularly,    about   speaking   as  an 
individual.      That's  just  my  personal  opinion. 

BOARD MEMBER    BAXTER:    Just    as  a 
matter  of  clarification,    there  was  never  any 
discussion  in  the  public  outreach.      That  wasn't 
one  of  our  strategies,    at   least  from  our  Public 
Outreach  Committee,   we're  not  advocating  that  at 
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all  . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Further 
discussion  on  this  item? 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      I'll  come 
back  to  the  corner  of  this  problem,   what  I  was 
personally  concerned  about. 

Our  Charter  does  talk  about  the  role  of  the 
community  cochair  as  being  the  liaison  with  the 
public.     And,   at  a  minimum,    I  think  that  means 
that  the  community  cochair  should  be  informed 
ahead  of  time,    not  after  the  fact,  of 
presentations  by  the  Army  or  uses   of  the  Army  of 
materials,    including  these  meetings,  for 
anything  which  has  a  public  outreach  or 
community  news.      Now  if  you  look  around  this 
room  there's  a   lot  of  gadgets,    and  as   far  as 
keeping   an  official,    administrative   record  and 
transcript   of   an  official  meeting,    all  this 
gadgetry   is  great. 

But  my   concern   is   that   I   know  and  we've 
seen  that  the  Army  does   a   lot   of   other  things 
with  the   gadgetry.      They  produce  videos   that  get 
shown,    and  we  have  never  seen  them.      The  results 
of  those  productions  are  not  shown  to  us  ahead 
of  time  for  our  approval,    and  statements  that 
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are  made   in  these  rooms  by  us  or   in  other 
contexts  are  used  without  our  knowledge  and  out 
of  context.     And  I  think  before  those 
representations  are  made  for  any  purpose  other 
than,    like  I  say,   the  official  transcript 
record,    that  we're  doing  here  we   should  be 
informed  about  it,   and  we  are  not. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Does  the  Army 
have  a  comment  or  position  on  this? 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:  Yes. 
Speaking  for  the  Public  Affairs  Department,  I 
understand  your  concerns,   Mr.    Reinhard.      We  have 
had  a  communigue  on  the  subjects  that  you've 
mentioned.      The  Army  has   an  Outreach  Program 
which  has  been  put  in  effect  prior  to  the  time 
when   I   came   on  board  back   in  May.      Our  program 
is   designed  to  take  the   information   about  the 
Restoration  Program  to  the  public.      We  would 
hope,    and  it  was  our  understanding,    that  the  RAB 
would   also  have   an  Outreach  Program  and  that 
Outreach  Program  may  be  similar   in   its  goal  and 
objectives,    but,    nevertheless  different  and 
separate.      It  has  been  our   intention  to  provide 
you  with  information  as  that  information  becomes 
necessary  and  pertinent,    and   just  to  keep  you 
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informed  of  the  variety  of  different  programs 
that  we  have  currently  running. 

We  have  put  different  articles  in  the 
newsletter,   we've  sent  you  faxes.     We  have  made 
every  attempt  of  trying  to  keep  you  informed  of 
some  of  the  things  that  we  have  done.      The  video 
that  you  spoke  of  was  something  that  a   lot  of 
the  RAB  members  knew  about  as   it  happened  and 
participated  in.     And  when  that  video  was  aired 
on  TV,    a  notice  was  sent  out  to  all  the  RAB 
concerning  the  dates  that  it  was  aired,   which  we 
were   informed  about  ahead  of  time.      The  TV 
production  that  we  did  was   another  thing  where 
we  --  that  has  not  aired  yet.      As   soon  as  we  get 
a  confirmation  on  an  air  date  we  will   let  you 
know . 

Our  program   is  pretty  comprehensive.  Very 
seldom  does   it   include  RAB  members,    because  it's 
a  program  that  we  take  out   into   the  community. 
On  those  occasions  when   it  does,    we  try  to  make 
every  effort  to  communicate  to  the  RAB  members 
of  when  you  may  be  able  to  participate  with  the 
Army  program. 

Let  me  say,    by  and   large  we  believe  that 
the  Restoration  Advisory  Board  Outreach  Program, 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


12 

which   is   something  that   I   also   support,    has  a 
separate  agenda.     And  although  we  would  be  more 
than  happy  to  facilitate  that  any  way  we  can,  it 
is  not  our  belief  that  our  program  is  going  to 
coincide  with  the  RAB  program,    and  therefore, 
you  would  not  be  notified  as  to  everything  we 
do . 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       I  don't 
think  anything  I  said  was  inconsistent  with  what 
you  said.      I'm  not  talking  about  having  anyone 
change  the  content.      All  I'm  saying   is  that  -- 
and  you  just  mentioned  that  we  think  that  the 
RAB  members  are  being  informed  when  members  of 
the  RAB  are  asked  to  participate.      And  I'm 
saying  they  haven't  been.     And  one  of  the  people 
who   should  be   informed,    the  person  who   sits  in 
the  role   of   community  cochair,    is   not  being 
informed.      And   I   can  tell  you  that   because  I 
know  he's   not  telling  me,    because   I   don't  find 
out   about   things  until   they  happen.      And  when  I 
had  a  conversation  with  David  about  this,  his 
reaction  was,    "Oh,    I  assumed  you  already  had 
been  told.      We  have  policies  that  the  community 
cochair   is  to  be  told."     And  every  time  my 
response   is,    "No,    I   never  heard   about  it." 
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And   so  whether   the   Public  Outreach 
Committee  on  the  RAB  or  the  Public  Outreach  of 
the  Army  wants  to  say  anything,    anywhere,  I 
think  that's  great.      I  think  one  of  the  issues 
that  we've  been  concerned  about  is  we  don't  talk 
enough  outside.     We  can  talk  more.      But  I  think 
the  problem  is  that  when  things  that  the  Army 
produces  are  included  in  things  that  are  saying 
well,    here's   like  a  view  of  the  public,  or 
here's  the  community  components   of  our 
information  program,    that  the  Army  should  inform 
us   ahead  of  time.      And  should   inform  this  whole 
body  ahead  of  time.      And  I   don't  think  that's 
been  done  enough. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:      I   don't  believe 
any   one   of   us   surrendered  our  responsibility  or 
our   ownership   of   our   names   and  our  reputations. 
And  when  our  names   and  our   reputations   are  used 
in  ways   that  we   feel   are  not   consistent  with  our 
views,    then  I  think  it  does  become  a  matter  for 
the  RAB  to  be  guite  concerned  about,  and 
individuals   in  the  RAB  to  be  guite  concerned 
about.      When  I   look  at  the  Presidio  newsletter, 
what   I   see   is  a  document  that  when  I   showed  it 
to   several  people  recently,    to  get  their 
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slightly  unbiased  view  about   it,    I   asked  them 
whether  or  not  it  appeared  as  though  listing  the 
names  of  the  RAB  members  along  the  side  of  the 
front  panel  of  the  newsletter  appears  as  though 
the  RAB  members  were  endorsing  the  contents  of 
the  newsletter.      It  does  do  that.      That  is 
misleading.      I  do  not  endorse  the  contents  of 
this  newsletter,   when  not  given  an  opportunity 
to  endorse  the  contents  of  this  newsletter. 

When  you  hand  this   letter  out  to  the  people 
in  the  Richmond,    in  the  Sunset,  Presidio 
Heights,   Pacific  Heights,   people  who  are  not 
privy  to  these  discussions  here,    do  not  come  to 
these  discussions  here,    the  appearance   is  that 
the  RAB  stands  up  behind  this  newsletter.  And 
if   you   look  at   other  newsletters,    if   you   look  at 
other  newspapers,    you'll   see   in  the  photo   box  in 
there   it   says,    publisher,    editor,  contributing 
reporters,    and  whatnot.      And   so   individuals  used 
to   looking  at  that  kind  of   format,    looking  at 
that  and  say  these  people  endorse  this  content 
of  this  newsletter.      And  I   think  that's  the 
issue  we're  talking  about.      I  think  also  when 
you  take  the  content  of  an  article  and  you 
present   it  as  a  point,    counterpoint,    when  the 
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article   itself  was  not  designed  as   a  point, 
counterpoint,    I  think  you  take  an  editorial  step 
that  perhaps  the  individual   involved  in  writing 
that  article  didn't  necessarily  agree  to  have  as 
being  a  point,   counterpoint.     Quite  frankly,  I 
don't  understand  how  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
article  could  be  a  point,    other  than  the  fact 
that  it  says,   we're  writing  an  article,  here's 
our  opinion.     That's  a  point.      On  the  other  side 
you  present  the  other  points. 

I   think  that  we  have  a  responsibility  here 
to  be  as  clear  as  possible  to  the  public  about 
what  our  relative  positions  are.      And  the  Army, 
as  I  said,   has  every  right  to  run  its  Public 
Relations  Program  as   it  sees   fit.      But  by  the 
same  token,    you  have  a  responsibility  to  respect 
the  members   of   the  RAB ,    and   our   right   to  approve 
and   agree  with  the  way   our  names,  our 
reputations,    and  our  writing   is   used.      And  that 
does   not   end  when  we   submit   that   to  you   in  an 
article  or  whatever,   or  a  comment  on  a 
document . 

So  I  think  we  really  need  to  be  careful 
here  that  we  don't  get  on  this  slippery  slope  of 
presenting  public  relations  as   opposed  to  public 
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information.      The  objective  here   is  to  provide 
the  public  with  good  information  about  the 
Army's  position  and  the  Army's  objective  with 
regard  to  the  cleanup  of  the  site,    fine.  But 
what  this  does   it  present  something  more  than 
that.      It  presents  something  that  appears  to  be 
the  support  of  the  RAB  members.     And  I  think 
that's  going  a  little  bit  too  far.     Actually,  I 
think  it's  going  quite  a  bit  too  far. 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:      Let  me  say, 
Saul,    that  the   intention  of  the  newsletter  was 
not  to  misrepresent  the  RAB  or  the  Army.  The 
Army's  newsletter,    until  that  one,  never 
contained  any  information  or  opinions  or 
viewpoints   of   the  RAB.      So   I,    at  least, 
understand  your   concern   about   the   names  being 
represented  there  without  the   opinions   to  follow 
it   or  the  backing  thereof. 

In   an  effort  to  kind  of  meld  the  outreach 
effort  of  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board  with 
the  Army's,    I   spoke  with  several  members   of  the 
RAB  members  about  designing  an  article  that  we 
could  publish   in  our  newsletter.      I  fully 
understood  the  possibility  that  those  viewpoints 
might  defer   from  the  Army's,    but  we  wanted  to 
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create  a  forum  for  the  RAB  in  our  newsletter  and 
that  was  done.     It  was  also  done  with  the 
understanding  that  the  Army  would  have  to  write 
a  response  and  that  response  would  be  featured 
in  the  newsletter  as  well.      I  came  up  with  the 
point,    counterpoint  idea  in  hopes  that  it  would 
kind  of  set  the  stage  for  reading  the  article. 
I  didn't  want  the  article  to  appear,    or  the 
combination  of  the  articles  to  appear   like  the 
RAB   is  on  one  side  and  the  Army   is  on  the 
other.      This   is  not  the  forum  for  us  to  fight 
and  bicker  over  our  differing  viewpoints.  But 
it  was  clearly  understood  that  the  Army  would 
have  a  responses  and  we  put   it   in  that   format  in 
a  way  to  help   showcase   it   in  the  newsletter. 
There  was   no   intention  whatsoever   to  mislead  and 
misrepresent  anyone. 

BOARDMEMBER   BLOOM:    I   don't   want  to 
say  that  was  your   intention.      I   want   to   say  that 
when  you  look  at  the  document  that's  what 
happens.      I  know  you.      I  have  talked  to  you.  I 
don't  think  that's  what  you   intended  to  do.  But 
the  actual   fact,    thing  that's   in  front  of  us  is 
what  we  are  discussing  tonight,    and  that's  what 
I'm  concerned  about. 
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BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:      In  what  way- 
would  you   like  to  see  that  remedied? 

BOARDMEMBER   BLOOM:      To   be  quite 
frank,    I  think  that  if  there's  going  to  be  a 
roster  present  in  the  newsletter  --  which  I 
think  is  appropriate         it  should  be  a  position 
that  says  these  are  the  Restoration  Advisory 
Board  members.     The  list  is  for  identification 
so  it's  a  clarifying  statement  in  there.  I 
think  that  the  way  it's  presented  doesn't  quite 
make  that  apparent.      I  wouldn't  even  put   it  on 
the  front  page.      Because  again,    that  gives  the 
appearance  as  though  it's  an  endorsement.  I 
think  the   line  between  simply  printing  a  factual 
piece  can  be  very,    very  thin  since  the  RAB  does 
not  currently  have  a  public  outreach  vehicle  for 
us   to  go   ahead  and  present   an  alternative  point 
of  view. 

Similarly,   when  you  go   into   something  like 
the  point,    counterpoint  I   can  understand  the 

desire  to   go   ahead  and  present  your  perspective 
when  you're  adding  in  another  article,  a 
different  perspective,    a  different  point  of 
view.      But  I  think  the  way  to  do  that   is  to 
think  of   it  from  the  perspective  of  the  authors, 
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and  also  the  general  public  in  terms   of  the  way 
they're  going  to  perceive   it  as   opposed  to  the 
ideas  that  the  Army  wishes  to  get  across.     And  I 
think  again  that  would  be  a  dicey  sort  of 
situation.      Instead  it  would  have  been  better 
from  my  perspective  if  you  printed  an  article  by 
the  Army  and  an  article  by  the  authors  side  by 
side,   but  not  necessarily  as  a  point, 
counterpoint.     Here's  the  opinion  of  the  Army, 
here's  the  opinion  of  the  authors.      Because  when 
you   look  at  each  point  and  you   look  at   it   in  a 
sort  of   editorial  sort  of  way,    the  points  don't 
refer  to  each  other  in  some  cases.      So  it 
appears   as  though  the  points  are  being  discussed 
back  and  forth  but,    in  fact,    sometimes  there  are 
points   that   appear,    at   least   not   in  responses  to 
the  positions   raised  by  the   authors,    the  RAB 
authors   of   the  article. 

I  would  say  we  have  to  be  extremely  careful 
in  terms  of  how  we  do  this   sort  of  thing  so  we 
don't  overstep  these   lines.      Again,    it  could  be 
very,    very  difficult  to  see  at  times,    but  it's 
incumbent  upon  the  Army,    particularly  when 
people  are  relying  on  the  Army  for  an  accurate 
presentation  of  the  data  to  present   in  a 
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sensitive  fashion  as  possible.     And  that  doesn't 
necessarily  just  mean  getting  in  agreement  with 
people  to   say,    well  we're  going  to  have  an 
article  presenting  our  point  of  view,    and  an 
article  presenting  your  point  of  view.      It  also 
doesn't  mean  to  say  that  you  can  print  people's 
names  without  necessarily  making  it  clear  that 
those  names  do  not  represent  an  endorsement  of 
contents.      Again,   we  are  here  to  advise  the  Army 
but   it  doesn't  necessarily  mean  we  will  endorse 
the  contents  that  the  Army   is  producing.  I 
think   it   is   important  to  make  that  distinction. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Jan,    were  you 
requesting  to  speak  on  the  newsletter? 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:       I    just  wanted 
to  make   one   other  alternative   suggestion   on  the 
RAB's   names.      You  might  also  want   to  put  a 
disclaimer  within  the  box  of   names   saying  the 
content   of   the  newsletter   is   not   endorsed   by  the 
RAB,    or  something  of  that  nature,    and  that  might 
make  it  clear.     And  then  if  there  was  ever  an 
endorsement  by  the  RAB  regarding  the  contents  of 
the  newsletter   it  can  be  stated  specifically  in 
that  article,    that  it   is  endorsed  by  the  RAB. 

The  point  I  wanted  to  ask  about,    I  was  glad 
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to  hear  that  you  are  willing  to  facilitate, 
Thomas,   because  I  heard  that  you  are  expecting 
the  RAB  to  have  its  own  outreach  and  do  its  own 
outreach.     And  my  guestion  is,   will  we  be 
getting  support  in  terms  of  funding  or  are  we 
expected  to  pay  for  that  ourselves? 

BOAR DM EMBER  APPLING:      Well,    I  can 
speak  to  part  one  of  that.     It  is  my 
understanding  that  within  my  scope  of  work  to 
provide  support  services  to  the  Restoration 
Advisory  Board.      It   is  also  within  my  scope  to 
sit  on  the  Outreach  Committee  as   one  of  its 
members  and  to  facilitate  that   in  any  way  that  I 
can.      This,    in  short,   means  that   I   can  offer 
ideas.      I   can  make  contacts.      I   can  do 
communication  work,    and  a  variety   of  other 
support   efforts   that   I   can  provide.      To  what 
level   that   support   is  provided,    just   to  the 
outreach   effort,    is   something  that  Mr.  Wilkins 
will   have  to   speak  to. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      As   far  as  the 
funding   is  concerned  for  such  an  outreach 
program,    there  may  be  some   limited  funds.  It 
would  be  available  to  support  the  RAB's  own 
individual  public  outreach  effort.      The  main 
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focus   of  the  RAB's  Outreach  Program  should  be  an 
extension  through  the  organizations  which  you 
all  represent  where  you  already  have  your  own 
meetings,   periodic  meetings,   where  you  already 
have  your  own  newsletters  or  newspapers  of  some 
kind  for  which  you  can  write  or  put  articles  in 
to  talk  about  what  you're  doing  as   a  member  of 
this  Board.     And  it's  the  Army's  position  that, 
that  being  your  position  that  you  should  take 
advantage  of  that  position  and  focus  the  level 
of  outreach  through  that  particular  meeting. 

BOARDM EMBER  BAXTER:      I   would  like 
to  reguest  that  the  limited  funds  be  sort  of 
presented  to  the  public  Outreach  Committee  so 
they  have  a   sense  of  what  kind  of   funds  may  be 
available . 

And  then   second  part   is   that  while   I  agree 
that   if   people  have  newsletters   or   other  methods 
by  which  they  disperse   information  to  the 
community,    that's  certainly  a  very  valued 
addition  to  the  public  outreach  of  the  RAB .  But 
I   don't  see  that  that  takes  the  place  of  the 
outreach  of  the  RAB.     And  so  I  think  we  need  to 
do   something  that   is  RAB  based  and   funding  will 
be  very  critical  to  getting  that   funding.      So  do 
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you  have  any   idea  when  we  would  get  that 
information? 

BOARDM EMBER  WILKINS:      Well,    I  don't 
want  to  put  the  cart  before  the  horse.  You 
could  very  well  come  up  with  some  RAB-based 
outreach  program  that  you  may  not,    or  the  other 
RAB  members  --  it  may  extend  beyond  what  the 
Army's   idea  of  what  your  outreach  efforts  should 
be.     That  may  cost  thousands  and  thousands  of 
dollars.      So  I  think  that  what  you  should  do  is 
work  with  Thomas  and  identify  what   it   is  exactly 
you  want  to  do.      And  we'll  go  to  the  next  step 
from  there. 

BOARD MEMBER  BAXTER:      Most  people 
are  used  to  living  within  a  budget.      So  if  you 
have  a  sense  of  what  kind  of  budget,  we're 
perfectly   capable  of   including   our   effort  into 
the  budget. 

BOARDM EMBER  WILKINS:      Well,  perhaps 
that  may  be  true.      But  the   funds   available  for 
—   there   are  no   funds   available   for  what  you 
are  talking  about  doing.      And  it  would  be  more 
of  a  auxiliary  support  effort  to  try  to  help 
further  expand.      And  the  Army  would   look  at  it 
as  an  extension  of   its  own  outreach  program.  So 
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that's  why  I'm  saying  it  would  be  better  to 
identify  what  it  is  you  want  to  do,    to  see  if 
there  are  any  funds  available  to   support  that 
effort . 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      So  that  means 
there  are  no  funds  earmarked  for  public  outreach 
for  the  RAB?     So  the  limited  funding  is  not 
quite  earmarked  for  the  RAB.      You're  saying  it 
has  to  come  out  of   some  our  general  budget? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      No.      What  I'm 
saying  is  there  are  no   funds  to   support  the  idea 
of  what  you're  talking  about.      That's  what  I'm 
saying . 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      There   are  no 
funds   to   support   public   outreach   by   the  RAB? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  That's 

correct . 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      Doesn't  DOD 
Guidance   suggest  that  the  Army  needs   to  provide 
administrative   support   and   all   other  kinds  of 
support  to  the  RAB  as  much  as  possible? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Yes.      And  we 
are  doing  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:      That    is  the 
service  that  I   am  offering  to  the  Outreach 
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Committee,    so  once  you  determine  the  direction 
that  you  want  to  take  with  your  program,  I'm 
capable  of  supporting  that  to  a  limited  degree. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      So   that  means 
postage  and  copying  and  things   like  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      For   this   RAB , 
but  for  things  beyond  this  RAB,  no. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      We  are  talking 
about  the  RAB  public  outreach  effort.      Is  that 
what  you're  meaning  when  you  say  "beyond  this 
RAB"? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Yes.  For 
example,    we  have  funding  for  reproduction  costs 
for  this  RAB,    but  if  you  came  up  to  me  and  said, 
"Will   the  Army  pay  to  make   10,000   copies  of 
something   for  me  to   give  to  my  neighborhood 
group   I   represent?"      The   funding   is  not 
available  to  do  that. 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      So   I'm  trying 
to  get  this   straight,    because  I'm  hearing  two 
different  things.      I'm  hearing  that  we'll  get 
administrative  support  for  public  outreach  for 
the  RAB  for  public  outreach  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Through  AP 

Marketing . 
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BOARDM EMBER  BAXTER:  Okay.  And  yet 
when  I  ask  you  if  we  come  up  with  postage  needs 
and  production  needs  and  printing  needs  for  that 
public  outreach,  you're  saying  that  that  doesn't 
come  under  the  administration  cost  that  the  Army 
is  going  to  cover? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Right. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Larry,   was  your 
point  on  this  issue? 

BOARDMEMBER   SHOCKEY:       Yes.       One  of 
the  things  that  came  to  my  mind   is   just  a 
suggestion.      Perhaps   in  the  newsletter,    say  a 
third  of  the  space  might  be  set  aside   for  things 
that  the  RAB  was   interested   in  presenting,  which 
could  come  under  the  disclaimer  that  you  talked 
about  previously  here  tonight.      For  instance, 
the   following   is  representing  the  viewpoint  of 
the   RAB   and   in  no  way  reflects   the  viewpoint  of 
the  Army.      And  the  Army  exercises   no  editorial 
control   over  that.      And   I   think  that   if  you're 
going  to   set  aside  a   little  space   in  the 
newsletter   for  us  to  engage   in  the  public 
outreach,    it  seems   like  that  would  not  cause  any 
net  increase  in  what  the  Army  is  already 
spending  for  their  public  outreach  by  giving  the 
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RAB  an  opportunity  to  express   some  of  its 
viewpoints  without  being  edited.     And  I  think 
you  might  want  to  give  some  consideration  to 
that . 

The  other  thing.      It's  a  little  bit 
troubling  when  you  start  to  talk  about  we  want 
to  encourage  you  to  do  public  outreach,    but  we 
don't  have  any  money  and  we  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to   fund   it.      And  when  we  go  back  to  other 
things   that  we  talked  about   at  this   RAB,  like 
the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District's   lead  cleanup, 
where   several  members  from  this  RAB  attended  and 
made  comments  about  cleanup  efforts  there  and 
put  together  a  press  release   in  an  effort  to  let 
people  know   --   I   guess   it  was   some  20-odd 
members   of   the  RAB   felt   there  was   an   attempt  by 
the  Army  to   say,    we   can't  put   something  like 
that  out  and  say  that  we  are  members   of  the 
Presidio  RAB,    and  we  have  these  viewpoints 
because  that  some  way  offends  the  grand  scheme 
of  what  it  is  that  we  are  all  here  trying  to 
do.      And  I   find  that  a  tad  bit  outrageous.  And 
I  would  suggest  that  --  well,    I   don't  agree  with 
that  particular  viewpoint  and  would   like  to 
discuss  that  perhaps  to  greater  detail   at  a 
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later  time. 

BOARDMEMBER  O ' HARA :      I   think  the 
conversation  has  been  very  productive.      But  it 
sounds  as  though  this  whole  agenda  item  is 
something  for  the  Outreach  Committee.     And  once 
the   issues  are  discussed  they  can  be  brought  to 
the  committee  as   a  whole  for  acceptance  or  not. 
But  to  spend  45  minutes  of  the  meeting  going 
over  what  is  really  a  community  issue,    I  think, 
is  usurping  the  time  of  the  entire  body  which 
could  be  given  over  to  other  issues. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:      I   just  have  one 
other  point.      I   agree  with  that,    and  then  we 
should  be  moving  on.      But  I   do  have  two 
guestions  with  regard  to   funding  which  would  be 
helpful   to   clarify  this  point.      And  maybe  that 
information  can  be   spoken  to   by  John. 

As   far   as   I   understand,    the   Secretary  of 
Defense   for  Securities   is  currently  coordinating 
an   interservice  process   for   implementing  the 
guidelines  required  by  the  Underwood  Amendment 
Senate  Bill   of   1994,    which  would  provide  the 
RABs  with  funding  for  technical   support  and 
public  outreach  among  other  things.  The 
interservice  deadline  for  comment  is  March  21. 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2  1 
22 
23 
24 
25 


29 

John,    do  you  know  anything  relative  to  how 
this   is   progressing  through  the   agency   and  when 
we  might  have  a  resolution  with  regard  to  the 
transmission  of  guidance  from  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  the  RAB  process? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:       I    know  that 
initiative  is  under  way.      I  really  couldn't 
update  you  further  on  that.      I  don't  have  any 
further   information  at  this  time.      I  could  bring 
that  back  to  you  if  you  wish. 

BOARDMEMBER   BLOOM:       I    think  we 
would  appreciate  knowing  where  the  guidance 
stands   and  what  that  actually  means   to  RABs  on 
the  ground. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      All  right. 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:      For   a    lot  of 
the  RAB  members  who  are  not  aware  of  the  process 
by  which  the   article  got  published,    that  article 
was  written  by   several  RAB  members   and   it  was 
not   edited  by  the  Army. 

FACILITATOR   KERN:      All    right.  Are 
we   ready  to  move  ahead  on  the   agenda?      Item  5. 
Presentation/ Discuss ion . 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Last  RAB  meeting 
we  actually  had  this  agenda   item  on  and  we 
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decided  maybe   it  was  premature  at  that  time  to 
discuss   it.      And  last  time  I   did  hand  out  a  copy 
of  the  slides.      Did  everybody  bring  those  back? 
If  you  don't  have  those,    I  have  a  bunch  of  those 
up  here.      I'll  pass  these  along. 

I  think  this  is  a  pretty  sophisticated 
group,   but  I'll  just  sort  of  give  you  a 
perspective  of  where  the  FS  stands  and  the  whole 
CERCLA  process. 

It's  sort  of  a  companion  document  to  the 
remedial   investigation  which  you  are  all 
familiar  with,    and  we  have  given  a  series  of 
presentations.      Tonight  will  be  the   first   in  a 
series   of  presentations  on  the  Feasibility 
Study.      And  basically,    I'm  just  going  to  give 
you  a  broad  overview  about  documents   and  the 
process  that  went  into  it  from  the  Army's 
perspective. 

What   is   a   Feasibility   Study?     Well,    it's  a 
document  that  really   identifies   the   sites  that 
we  have   selected  for  cleanup   after   going  through 
the   investigation  phase  using   a   series  of 
criteria   such  as  health  risk,    ecological  risk, 
looking  at  applicable  or  relevant  and 
appropriate  requirements.      Once  you  identify 
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those  sites,    you  then  develop  a  range  of 
alternatives   for  actually  cleaning  up  those 
sites.      Once  you  determine  which  sites  need  to 
be  cleaned  up  and  are   identified   in  a  general 
fashion,   what  technologies  you  might  want  to 
use,   you  do  a  detailed  analysis  of  those 
technologies  and  then  give  them  some  type  of 
ranking  to  come  up  with  a  group  of  remedies  that 
you  think  should  go  forward.      In  our  effort  at 
this  site,    I  mentioned  the  criteria  used  to  kick 
sites  into  the  FS  and  actually  to  use  for 
consideration  in  the  cleanup  is  human  health. 
In  this  case  we  have  used  a  criteria  of   10  to 
the  minus   4.      In  the  national   contingency  plan 
there   is  a  statement   in  there  -- 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      Just  before 
you  go  any  further,    is  the  process   leaving  the 
questions   for  the  end  of  the  presentation,  or 
should  we   interrupt   in  the  middle? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:       It   might  be 
easier   --  why  don't  we   just   go  through   it  and 
then   answer  questions   at  the  end. 

Criteria  again.      We   look  at  health  and  the 
ecological  risk  assessment  for  the  purposes  of 
this   FS.      We  chose  the   10  to  the  minus   4  level 
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as   our  basis   for  picking  a  site   into  the  FS  for 
cleanup,    with  a  hazard   index  of   1.      And,  again, 
these  are  terms  that  you  will   see   in  the  RI 
document  because  that  is  where  the  risk 
assessment  is  exactly  conducted. 

We  also  look  at  the  ecological  risk.  We 
came  up  with  a  rank  of  risks  based  upon  the 
criteria  setup  again  in  the  RI .     And,    in  this 
case,   we  said  anything  that's  moderate  risk  or 
higher  we  would  determine  appropriate  to  include 
for  cleanup. 

Sort  of  a  subset  of  that  at  this  particular 
site   is   lead  is  probably  the  most  significant 
contaminant  at  the  site.      We   looked  at  both 
residential  and  recreational  use   for  screening 
tools  and  came  up  with  these  appropriate  cleanup 
levels,    400  parts  per  million  for  residential, 
840   parts  per  million  recreational. 

Another   component   of   that  selection 
criteria   for   identifying   sites   to   go   into   the  FS 
is   you'll   see  that  acronym  up  there,  (ARAR) 
Applicable   or   Relevant   and  Appropriate 
Requirements.      Basically  the   lists,    the  laundry 
lists  of  requirements  out  there  from  a 
regulatory  standpoint  that  have  to  be  fulfilled 
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at  a  particular  site.  This  is  just  sort  of  some 
of  them  that  we  identified. 

After  going  through  that  analysis,    we  came 
up  with  a  series  of  sites  that  were  screened 
into  the  document.     What  we  have  up  here  are  the 
sites  going  down  the   left-hand  side,    and  then 
the  particular  contaminant  that  caused  that  site 
to  be  selected.     Pb  stands  for  lead,   As  stands 
for  arsenic.     You'll  see  PAHs  up  there, 
polyaromatichydocardons ,   pesticides,    so  forth. 
And  on  the  bottom  you'll   see  PCBs,    the   source  of 
that  particular  contaminant.        In  addition  to 
those   sites  recommended  for  remediation,  we 
identified  numerous  sites  that  we  believe  should 
be  monitored  for  a  period  of  time   from  the 
ground  --  to  monitor  groundwater  through 
sampling   of  monitoring  wells   and   so   forth  that 
are   located  at  those  sites. 

Once  we  determine  which   sites  we  want  to 
clean  up  we  come  up  with  a  remedial  action 
objectives.      And  then  of   course  we  have   to  put  a 
target   out  there  of  what  we  want   to   clean  up  and 
what  we  think   is  appropriate.      Again,  it's 
protection  of  human  health.      We  have  a  criteria 
up  there   for  --  and  this  particular  one  covers 
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the  human  health  standpoint.      You  have  greater 
than   10  to  the  minus   4   to   10  to  the  minus  6. 
Actually,    in  this  document  we  targeted  the   10  to 
the  minus   6   as  the  goal  we  would  try  to  achieve 
from  a  standpoint  of  remediation. 

Again,    the  hazard  index  to  get   less  than 
1.     And  most  of  our  sites  actually  fell   into  the 
recreational  future  use  scenarios.     Also,  our 
goal  for  lead  from  a  human  health  standpoint  was 
840.     We  have  used  the  FPALDR  document  to  come 
up  with  numbers  for  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and 
we  also  had  those  two  TCB  sites  that   I  have 
identified  on  the  bottom  of  the  page.      And  we 
want  to  get  down  to  less  than  a  part  per 
million . 

In  a   similar  fashion,    we  develop  these 
objectives   for  ecological  risks.      Again,    we  had 
our   set   of   series   of   criteria   set  up   for   low  and 
medium,    medium  and  high  risks   from  an  ecological 
standpoint.      Again,    these   are   the  objectives 
that  we   identified  that  we  want   to  try  to 
achieve.      And  again,    we  want   to   also   achieve  the 
ARARs,    the  sites  that  were  kicked   into  the  risk 
assessments   from  the  standpoint  of  those 
applicable  or  relevant  and  appropriate 
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requirements.      Basically,    that  turns   out  to  be 
primarily  PCB  contamination.      So   that   covers  the 
selection  criteria. 

Next  slide  gives  you  a  perspective  of  the 
quantities  of  material  we're  generally  looking 
at.      In  several  cases  this  is  a  conservative 
estimate  and  additional  pre-designed  sampling 
may  redefine  that  number  somewhat,    from  as 
little  as   15  cubic  yards  to  a  significant  number 
of  yardage  along  Crissy  Field  east  of  Mason. 
Again,    in  our  view,    very  conservative  numbers 
that  would  be  redesigned. 

When  I   say  the   inorganics,    do  you  remember 
those  sites  we  had  identified  for   lead  and 
arsenic  and  so  forth?     That's  what  we're  calling 
our   inorganic  sites.      And  these  are  the 
alternatives  that  we   looked  at   in  the 
Feasibility  Study.      You  can  see   from   "no  action" 
--   and   actually   "no  action"    is   a   requirement  to 
look   at,    it's   sort  of   a   baseline   to  compare 
other   alternatives   against   a   figure  perspective 
of   where   things   stand   from  the   standpoint  of 
other  actions.      Limited  action  with 
institutional  controls  could  be  such  things  as 
fencing,    deed  restrictions.      Those  are  the  kinds 
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of  things  that  you  would  normally  consider  in 
the   institutional  controls.      Going  through  the 
capping,    excavation,    to  some  type  of  excavation 
and  processing  of  that  soil. 

So  again  that  was   inorganics.     We  also  came 
up  with  organics,    and  those  are  the   sites  that 
we  identified  in  the  course  of  the 
polyaromat ichydr ocarbons ,    the  pesticides,  things 
of  that  nature.     And  we  came  up  with  an  array  of 
alternatives  to  try  and  address  those  concerns 
that  we   identified  and  to  treat  them  in  a  safe, 
environmentally  sound  manner. 

Then  there  were   also   a   few   landfills  that 
we   identified  that  we  wanted  to  target  for 
remediation.      Again,    in  a  similar   fashion,  we 
went   through   an  array   of   alternatives   to  address 
the   concerns   of   those   selected   sites.  Again, 
you'll   see   the   common  theme   of   "no  action" 
alternative  throughout,    all   the  way  to  capping. 
Capping   is   basically  a   impermeable   layer   on  top 
of  the   landfill  material  to  do   some  limited 
excavation  in  those  sites. 

We  had  also  those  PCB  sites.  Again, 
similar  alternatives  were   looked  at   for  proper 
handling  of  those  particular  contaminants.  So 
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these  are  the  alternatives  that  we  selected. 
Each  of  these  alternatives  we  go  through  I 
didn't  show  you  because  there's  a  process  of 
going  through  a  detailed  evaluation  of  each 
alternative.      In  fact,   this  next  slide  shows 
criteria  that  you  go  through.      In  addition  to 
these  there's  one  on  community  acceptance  and 
state  acceptance,   which  are  considered  criteria 
there.     I  think  they  are  not  modifying.  The 
first  two  were  called,    I  think,    threshold.  You 
have  to  comply  with  these.      The  next  five  we 
call  the  balancing,   you  have  to  balance  one 
against  the   other   as  we   look   at  the 
alternatives.     One  might  be  great  at  doing  one 
thing,    but   it  may  have  the   long-term  implement 
effectiveness,    but   it  may  not  have   a  short-term 
effectiveness.      So  those   are  the   criteria  that 
you  have  to  mix  and  match  and  balance. 

Basically,    this   shows   --   and  you  rank  those 
alternatives,    by  the  way.      There's   a  process 
that  you  go  through  to   score   those  things. 
Basically,    a  grid.      You   look  through  them  and 
you  assign  a  number  to  it  for  the  sites.  The 
rankings  that  we  came  up  with  and  these  are 
ballpark  figures  that  you  would   include   in  FS  to 
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give  you  a  perspective  on  a  range  of  costs 
associated  with  those. 

Again,    we  went  through  this  process. 
Again,    another  document  is  out  there.  What 
we're  trying  to  do  by  the  end  of  this  week  is 
have  all  the  regulatory  comments  on  the  RI 
ready.     That  comment-response  package  that  we 
want  to  get  out  to  folks,    and  I  think  by  the 
following  week  we're  targeting  to  get  all  the 
RAB  comments  on  the  RI  because  I  know  people 
want  to   look  at  those  as  they  are   looking  at  the 
FS  document. 

With  that,    I  guess   I'll   open   it  up  to 
guest ions . 

BO ARDM EMBER   BAXTER:      I   did   have  one 
back  at  the  very  beginning  when  you  were  talking 
about  the   10  to  the  minus   4th  risk.  And, 
Michael,    if  you  would  pay   attention,    this   has  to 
do  with  what  the  NCP   says   about   10   to   the  minus 
4th  risk.      My  understanding   is   that   the  NCP  says 
that  you  need  to  evaluate   sites   between   10  to 
the  minus   6,    and   10   to  the  minus   4   and  that  10 
to  the  minus   6   should  be  where  you  are  most  of 
the  time,    if  you  don't  have  these  special  cases, 
can  be   justified  to  go  to  a   10   to  the  minus  4 
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risk.      Now,    is  that  incorrect,  Michael? 

BO ARDM EMBER  WORK:      Basically,  that 
is  correct.      You  have  a  risk  range  there  and 
you're  allowed  to  --  like  an  example,   when  you 
might  want  to  leave  a  risk  that  would  be  higher 
risks  than  just  10  to  the  minus   6.      Let's  say  10 
to  the  minus  5,    for  example,   would  be  a  case 
where  maybe  you  have  only  one  contaminant 
present  and  it's  driving  the  entire  risk,  and 
the  exposure  pathway  is  not  that  probable.  That 
would  be  a  justification  for  not  taking  action. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      So   under  those 
types  of  circumstances   it   seems  that  your 
initial   cut,    at   least,    should  be  made  at  the 
lower  risk  level,    10  to  the  minus   6.      Would  that 
being  accurate? 

BOARDMEMBER   WORK:       Yes.       If  you 
want   to   leave  risk  behind  that's   greater  than 
that,    you  would  have  to  explain  why. 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER :       So   John,  the 
question  to  you   is,    is   the  Army  — 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,  our 
perspective  on  that   is,    they  call   it  the  point 
of  departure,    10  to  the  minus   6.      10   to  the 
minus   4   you  have  to   10  to  the  minus   6,    those  are 
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considered   acceptable  risks   ranges   as   stated  in 
the  NCP.      Again,    if  Michael   says  you  do  some 
evaluation  there,    you  look  at   future  use,  likely 
scenario,    conservancy  of  risk  assessment,    and  so 
forth,    and  tie  this  into  the  evaluation  process 
to  come  up  with  what  your  selection  is. 

BOARDM EMBER  BAXTER:    But    it  looks 
like  here  that  you  used  just  10  to  the  minus  4. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Correct,    we  did. 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI :     Who  determines 
the  criteria  for  these  selections? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      You  mean  for 
selecting  which  remedy? 

BOARDMEMBER   LOLLI:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    those  are 
established   in  the  NCP. 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:      Who   does  that? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    I  think 

the  EPA. 

BOARDMEMBER   LOLLI:      And    about  the 

funding? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Funding   for  the 
remediation.      That's  an  Army  responsibility. 
The  cleanup  stuff  for  the  Presidio  will  be 
coming  out  of  the  base  closure. 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2  1 
22 
23 
24 
25 


41 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI :      In   other  words, 
a   coordination   of   the  thing? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Well, 
coordination  thing.      The  Army   is  responsible  for 
securing  funds  for  conducting  the  remediation, 
and  through  the  process  of  regulatory  review  and 
input  from  the  RAB,    and  so  forth,    as  to  the 
selection.     Again,   this   is  our  opinion.  We're 
going  to  be  getting  a  lot  of  comments.      I'm  sure 
we're  going  to  be  doing  some  adjustments,  so 
from  the  standpoint  of  coordination  that  is  how 
we  coordinate  revenues   selected,    and  then  of 
course  we  have  to  target  funds  to  conduct 
whatever  remediation  is  ultimately  decided. 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:      Then  who  makes 
the   final  decision? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      We're   the  lead 
agency  here.      I  mean  the   lead  federal   agency  -- 
the   state  gives  the  official   approval   on  the 
record   of   decision  as   the   lead   agency   for  the 
state  since  this   is  not  a  national  priority.  So 
it's   a   state-lead   from  an  approval  standpoint. 

BOARDMEMBER   LOLLI:      Thank  you. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       In   the  costs 
table   in  the  Feasibility  Study  there's   a  line 
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item  for  every  one  of  them,    contigency  fees,  and 
they  make  up  a  sizeable  chunk  of  the  cost.  And 
what  does  that  mean  and  how  did  you  calculate 
that  number?     I  mean,    there's  the  cost   for  doing 
them  and  then  every  one  is  bumped  up  by  very 
high 

BOARD M E M B E R   BUCK:    I   think   if  you 
see  almost  any  construction  projects,  it's 
normal  to  have  a  contingency  fee  in  there.  If 
things  come  up  unanticipated,    it's  very  standard 
practice  to  have  a  contigency  fee  to  cover  those 
eventualities,    and  so  you  have  adequate  funding 
and  don't  have  to  go  back  to  square  one  to 
continue  with  your  remedy. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       So    is  it 
always  a  percentage? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      It  usually   is  a 

percentage . 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG:  It's 
something  that's   very  standard   and   done  every 
day . 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      This  one, 
was   it  a   standard  percentage? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      This  seems 

reasonable . 
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BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      This    sort  of 
cookbook  for  a   lot  of  this   stuff   is  for 
standardizing  the  assumption.      I   could   find  out 
for  you. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       I    guess  I'm 
asking  for  the  particular  numbers  that  are  on 
that  line  item.     How  did  you  come  up  with  any  of 
those  particular  amounts?     You  don't  have  to 
answer  it  now  if  you  don't  have  that 
information . 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      There  are 
standard  documents  that  you  refer  to  when  you  -- 
like,    for   instance,    chopping  down  trees. 
There's  a  document  out  there  that  you  can  review 
to  give  you  these  ballpark  figures   on  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  It  might 
be  helpful  to  go  through  some  of  the  documents 
you  used.  Which  ones  are  construction-trade 
documents.  Which  ones  are  from  site  specific. 
How  much  does  it  cost  to  drill  a  well  in  the 
Presidio.  Just  go  through  it  for  the  members, 
how  you  do   a  process. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Having   not  done 
that,    I   could  defer  to  Mike. 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      The  Means  Document  is 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2  1 
22 
23 
24 
25 


44 

one  of  the  standards  of  industry. 

BOARDM EMBER  REINHARD:      So   all  of 
these  tables  are  generated  by  using  that 
standard? 

MR.    SCHMIDT:     That's  one  of  the 

sources . 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       In  other 
words,   you  didn't  make  it  Presidio  specific  or 
something? 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      Some  of   it  was. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      They   do   use  -- 
for   instance,    they  consider  the   location  of 
where  we  are  and  the  tipping  fees   and  so  forth 
in  this   location.      So  to  that  extent   it   is  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      Well,  that 
was  my  next  guestion.      The  other   large   items  on 
the  table,    the  off-site  disposal   costs   and  some 
of   them  are   in  Class   2,    Landfill.      So   for  that 
item  you   identify  a  particular   landfill  in 
California   and  the  particular   fees  generated 
that? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Correct. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      My  next 
guestion   is  maybe  for  Rich  and  Romy .      I'm  still 
confused.      I  guess  what  we're  calling  Building 
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995,    the  Coast  Guard  Station,    that's   in  this 
RI/FS  or   is   it   in  the  building  site? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Yes.      We  have  a 
site  there  that  we  have  PAH  contamination  that 
we  are  addressing  in  this  program.  That's 
separate  and  distinct  from  those  underground 
tanks  that  the  Coast  Guard   left,    and  that's 
going  to  be  handled  under  the  Corps. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      And  there's 

mingling? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      You  don't  really 
expect   it.      It's  very  rare  to  see  PAHs  in 
groundwater.      They  don't  really  migrate  that 
much.      It's  a  surface-soil  problem  where  the 
tanks  themselves   --  due  to  their  proximity  to 
the  Bay,    I   imagine  they  were  right   in  the 
groundwater . 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       So,    in  other 
words,    it's   clear   to  DTSC   and  the  Water  Board 
which  part   of   that  area   is   RI/FS   and  which  is 
totally  safe? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      We   have  maps 
showing  the   location  of  this. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      Can   I  just 
ask,    Mr.    Fuentes,    what  is  your  take  on  this? 
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BOARD MEMBER   FUENTES :      I   don't  want 
to  make  an  official   statement,    because  we 
haven't  approved  the  RI   and  we  are   still  working 
on  the  FS.      So  once  you  get  all  these  review 
comments  we  can  make  an  official   comment  on 
that.      But  so  far,   all  the  data  so  far  is  mostly 
petroleum  issues,    and  we  have  to  kind  of  analyze 
the  plume,   because  we're  looking  at  Crissy  Field 
which  was  such  a  big  area.     And  we  have  a  lot  of 
marking  wells  out  there.     And  so  then  that 
decision  would  be  more  towards   CERCLA   if  there 
is  co-mingling. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      And    is  that 
the  Water  Board's  view  also,    which   is  part  of 
that  area,    which  is  distinct   from  a  CERCLA  site 
and  which   is  distinct  totally? 

BOARDMEMBER  HIETT:  I  don't  know  if 
we've  gone  that  far,  Bob.  I  don't  know  what  to 
tell  you. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  So  I'm  not 
the  only  one  that's  not  clear  about  that  area, 
about  which  regime   it  goes  under? 

BOARDMEMBER   MONAGAHN :  Usually 
costs,    construction  costs   are  done  on  a  per  item 
or  square-foot  basis.      And  there's  where  the 
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Means   Company   is   involved.      It's  basically  based 
on  history.     And  then  they  do  location  values  so 
that  each  city  has  a  ratio.      So  you're  able  to 
adjust  its  geography. 

BOARDM EMBER  REINHARD:      Just   one,  to 
follow  up  on  what  Jan  Baxter  was  asking  about. 
I  heard  your  explanation,    and  I  think  you're 
wrong,    but  let's  say  you're  right.     What  I  don't 
understand   is,    you  screened  out   sites   that  were 
below  a  10  to  the  minus  4  risk,    and  then  you 
clean  those  up  to  the  10  to  the  minus   6  risks. 
What  about  the  sites  that  never  made   it  into 
that   screen  because  they  were   10   to  the  minus  5, 
and  you  don't  clean  them  up?     That's  not 
logical . 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    I  don't 
think   so.      You're   compelled  to   clean  up  the 
sites   that  have  more  risk  than   10   to   the  minus 
4.      What  do  you  chose  to   clean   it   up   to?      Now  we 
could   chose  the   lower  end  of   that   thing,    but  in 
this  case  we  shot  for  the  higher  end.      But  bear 
in  mind  a   10  to  the  minus   4,    or   10  to  the  minus 
6   is   still  an  acceptable  risk  range  which 
doesn't  necessarily  kick  in  a  site. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      I  certainly 
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don't  agree  with  you  on  that,    but   let's  say 
you're  right.      That   10  to  the  minus   4,    10   to  the 
minus  6   is  acceptable.     But  then  you  go  and 
choose  to  clean  up  10  to  the  minus   6.      In  other 
words,   you  took  all  those  nine  criteria,  well, 
two,    and  you've  decided  after  all  that 
thoughtful  work  to  clean  up  10  to  the  minus  6. 
Now  some  sites  don't  get  the  chance  to  be 
cleaned  up  to  10  to  the  minus  6  because  they 
initially  were  not  screened  in.     They  were  a  10 
to  the  minus   5 . 

BO ARDM EMBER   BUCK:      And   that's  an 
acceptable  risk.      We  are  only  attacking  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      But  you 
don't  find   it  acceptable.      You  found  it 
acceptable  — 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      We    could  select 
it   just   to   clean  up  a   site   just  to   10   to  the 
minus   4.      In  this   case  are  you  maybe   just  trying 
to   convince  me  to   just  clean  up   the   10   to  the 
minus  4? 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       No,    not  at 
all.      I'm  saying  there   is   something   illogical  in 
what  you  presented.     You've  screened  out  sites 
that  are  usually  a   10  to  the  minus   5.      They  are 
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not   in  there   for  evaluation  to  the  final 
analyses.      And  then  the  sites  that  are  being 
cleaned  up  are  being  cleaned  up  to  10  to  the 
minus  6.     Well,    that  means  you  left  a  bunch  of 
sites  out  there  at  10  to  the  minus  5  that  you 
don't  clean  up  to  10  to  the  minus  6. 

BOARDM EMBER  BUCK:      That's  right. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      Well,  it's 
illogical.     My  next  question  is,    I  think  mostly 
for  Romy  and  Michael,   but  also  for  you.      I  don't 
see  how  the   FPALDR   is   TBC   or  ARAR .  These 
criteria  and  the  standards  that  you're  referring 
to   --  well,    there  are  a   lot  of  different  ways  to 
be  considered.      But  this  also  seems   illogical  to 
me.      How  can  you  say  that  your  own  risk 
assessment   is  criteria  from  universal 
applicability?     That's   like   saying  to  someone 
who   does   an  RI/FS   --   let's   take   a  private  party 
for   another   example.      Because  they  performed  the 
assessment  that  their  view  of  the  world   is  the 
one  that  should  be  used  again  to  draw  upon  for 
the   setting  of  their  standards.      I  mean  that's 
circular   logic,    you  can't  use  your  own 
assessment  as  a  general  criteria.      Even  the  TBCs 
that  are  referred  to   in  the  National  Contingency 
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Plans  are  ones  that  are  used  in  all  situations, 
not  your  own  personal  site-specific  assessment. 
And  I'd  like  to  hear  what  the  government,  that 
is  EPA,    and  the  Department  think  about  that 
idea.     Am  I  missing  something  here? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      It    looks  funny 
to  me,    too.      I  mean  you  know,   ARARs  are  much 
easier  to  identify.     When  you're  getting  into 
the  realm  of  TBCs  it's  a  little  fuzzier.  An 
example  of  a  TBC  would  be  something   like  EPAs, 
solid  waste,    emergency  response,    as   a  directive, 
that  says  whenever  you're  doing  remediation  and 
you're   in  an  ozone  non-obtainment  area   like  the 
Bay  Area,    but  there's   a   limitation   on  your 
remedy   if  air   impacts  of   something   like   16   or  14 
pounds   per  day  total   COC   allowed.      That  would  be 
an   example   of   a  TBC  that  would  be   applied   at  any 
remedy  that's   in  a   ozone   non-obtainment  area. 
Something  that's   site   specific   as   the   FPALDR  for 
the  Presidio,    I  really  don't  see  how  that  would 
fit.      It  seems   like  a  much  different  animal. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      That's  what 

I  thought. 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:      Well,    to  me 
it's   applicable  to  petroleum  sites.      I   know  they 
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have   identified  sites  that  have  co-mingling  of 
waste  that  says   led  and  petroleum  EPA .  So 
that's   applicable.      So  you  have  to   look  at  it 
site  by  site. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      Well,  the 
word  applicable,    I  think  we  should  settle,  that 
it  is  not  applicable.     As  that  word  is  defined 
under  the  National  Contingency  Plan,    it   is  not 
applicable.      We're  talking  about  a  defined  term 
under  the  National  Contingency  Plan.  The 
criteria  that  are  used  to  set  cleanup 
standards.      And  criteria  are  ones  that  are 
general   applicability;   they're  not  your  own 
site-specific  risk  assessments.      If  the  document 
like  the  FPALDR  were  to  be  used  as  a  criteria, 
then  anyone  at  any  site   in  the  country  who  did 
their   own  risk  assessment   could   claim  that  their 
assessment   is   the   criteria  by  which  they  should 
be  made  to  do   cleanup.      That  doesn't  compute. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,  I'll 
agree,    and  maybe,    technically,    it's   not  what  you 
would  normally  call  a  TBC .      But  I   think,    in  this 
case,    a   lot  of  time  and  effort  went   into  working 
that  document  on  the  Presidio.      It  seems  to  be 
something  that  should  be  put  to  use   for  sites 
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that  just  are  dealing  with  petroleum 
hydrocarbons  and  lead. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      Well,  I 
guess  I'll  elaborate  further  on  my  comments 
about  how  it  should  be  used.     Of  the  cleanup 
alternatives  that  are  chosen,   well,  they're 
basically  all  soil  cleanup,   there's  no 
groundwater  cleanup.     What  happened  to  that 
installation  of  the   innovative  technology 
machine,    the  solvent  plume,    which  was   exposed  to 
organic  and  groundwater?      I  mean,    I   guess   it  is 
still   in  the  ground? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Right. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:       So    now,  I 
guess  we're   saying,    well,    we   shouldn't   have  put 
it   in   in  the   first  place   so  we  don't   need  to 
keep   bringing   it   --   or,    can  you,    first   of  all, 
update  newer  members   about  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Yes.    That  system 
is  underground.     We're  looking  at  the 
effectiveness,    still   looking  at   some  data,  but 
it  doesn't   look  like   it   is  as   effective  as  we 
would  have   liked.      I  think  we're  going  to 
encourage  working  out  with  the  vendor  to  put  a 
supplemental  air-pump   system  on   it  to  hopefully 
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enhance  its  ability. 

BOARDM EMBER  REINHARD:      You're  not 
going  to  ask  them  to  turn  it  off? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     No,    not  at  this 
time.      We  want  to  see   if  this  will   enhance  the 
air  pump  and  expand   its  effectiveness.  But 
aside  from  the  effectiveness  of  that  device  we 
looked  at  that  area  of  the  Presidio,    at  the 
contaminated  groundwater,    looked  at  the  --  what 
our  view,    and  this  is  quite  controversial,  and 
we'll  have  a   lot  more  discussions   on  this   as  far 
as  the  beneficial  use  of  the  water  there,  the 
exposure  routes  that  you  would  expect  from  that 
contamination.      And  basically,    going  through 
that  analyses,    and  our  screening  criteria,    we  do 
not   see  that   coming   in  necessarily  as 
requiring . 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      Well,  then 
why   are  you   continuing  to  -- 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    it's  in 
the   ground,    it's   an   investment.      It  would  just 
behoove  us  to  continue  that. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      Well,  I 
think  you  should  continue  also,    but   it   should  be 
within  the  Feasibility  Study.      And  I'm  just 
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wondering   if  you  can  explain  a   little  bit  more 
what  are  your  aims,    or  what  are  your  goals  in 
continuing  to  operate   it?     And  under  what 
program  are  you  going  to  continue  to  operate 
it? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      As    far   as  the 
program  is  concerned,    I  think  just  it  would  be 
just  wrapped  under  the  overall  restoration  for 
the  Presidio.     And  again,   we're  continuing  to 
look  at  the  effectiveness  of  that  device,  hoping 
to  actually  enhance  its  abilities.     We  are  still 
having  discussions  with  the  vendor   on  that 
respect,    and  just  continuing  to   see  how  well  it 
will   address  contamination   in  that  area. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Could  you, 
just  real  briefly,    describe  what   it   is  you 
expected  the  UPB  to  do,   versus  what  it's 
actually  doing.      Because   I   think  that   one   of  the 
reasons   that  we're  keeping   it   in  the  ground, 
it's   doing   something,    it's   not  there  doing 
nothing.      So  we  didn't  completely   just   spin  our 
wheels   on  this   thing.      And   in  evaluating  its 
effectiveness  to  date,    we  have  a  proposal   on  the 
table  to  add  this  additional  air-pumping  system 
to   increase  the  vacuum  capability  of  the 
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system.      So  could  you  maybe  rephrase  your  answer 
in  terms  of  what   it   is  we  expected  to   see  from 
this  device?     What  it  actually  is  doing. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Basically,  it's 
a  double  screen  on  this  very  large  diameter. 
It   sets  up  a  circulation  cell   through  a  vacuum 
system  in  a  three-dimensional  manner   from  all 
directions,    sets  up  a  circulation  cell  around 
the  well.     And  what  it  does  is  brings  water,  the 
circulation  cell  brings  water  back  to  the  well 
itself,    it's  brought   into  the   lower  screen. 
There's  a  reacting  chamber  where  the  water 
aerated,    the  volatiles  are   sucked  off  and 
brought  to  a  carbon  filter  unit.      And  then  the 
water   is  then  pushed  out  the  top  of  the  cell. 
And  you  can  reverse  this   if  you  chose.      Now  the 
circulation   cell   that  has   been  created  by  this 
system  was   not   as   large   as  we   initially  thought 
and  that's  why  we're  trying  to   enhance  the 
system  as   it  presently   is   configured  to  increase 
that  circulation. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      I  have  a  very 
guick  guestion  for  the  regulators,    and   I  will 
phrase  it  so  we  can  do  a  yes  or  no.      I  wanted  to 
know  the  State,    EPA's  position  on  whether  or  not 
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they  wanted  to  have  sites  with  10  to  the  minus  6 
risk   levels  at   least  evaluated   in  the  FS? 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:      So  the 
question  is  to  go  with  more  stringent  incentives 
than  10  to  the  minus  4?     I  think  I'm  seeing  the 
logic  of  --   if  you  want  to  cleanup  10  to  the 
minus  6  you  might  as  well  consider  all  of  the 
sites  that  are  higher  than  10  to  the  minus  6. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      To  make  sure  I 
understand  your  question,    they  were  sites  that 
have  any  risk  greater  than   10   to  the  minus  would 
6  be  evaluated  for  remedial  action.      In  other 
words,    different  alternative   looked  at. 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      Right.       I  was 
just  trying  to  get  whether  you  would  want  the  10 
to  the  minus   6,    rather  than  10   to  the  minus  4. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      If  you  were  only 
going  to  make   one  cut  point,    and  not   leave  it 
open   for   any   argument,    as   to,    is   it  appropriate 
to   cleanup,    then   I  would   say,    yes.      But   the  way 
the   system   is   set  up  with  this   risk  range,    10  to 
the  minus   6,    10  to  the  minus   4,    where  all  the 
parties  get  to  argue  this.     And  if  it  was  a 
situation  where  EPA  would  agree,    let's   say  there 
was  a  risk  of   10  to  the  minus   5,    and   let's  say 
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the  probability  of  that  pathway  actually  being 
complete  was  very  unlikely,    but  possible,  there 
might  be  a  situation  where  EPA  would  agree  that 
you  don't  have  to  do  a  remedial  action.     And  in 
that  case,    I  don't  think  it  would  be  productive 
to   force  somebody  to  go  through  an  analysis  of 
five  alternatives  of  technologies  to  take  10  to 
the  minus  6.      So  I  guess  my  answer   is,    no.  That 
I  wouldn't  agree  in  every  case  you  need  to  do  an 
analysis  of  alternatives,    in  every  case  with  a 
risk  higher  than   10  to  the  minus  six. 

BOARD MEMBER   FUENTES:      If  you're 
going  to  clean  up   10  to  the  minus   6,    you  might 
as  well   bring  out   sites   that  have  higher   than  10 
to  the  minus   6.      I  don't  understand  why  you  have 
layers   and   layers   of   screening.      You  do  a 
screening   in  the  RI ,    and  you  do  another 
screening   in  the  FS .      So   I   think  you   can  do 
screening  all   at  once. 

BOARDM EMBER   WORK:       Can    I    add  a 
footnote  to  what   I   just   said?      That   is  why  EPA 
likes  to  see  the  RI   finished  off  with  the 
recommendation  of  which  sites  are  going  to  the 
FS   and  which  sites  do  not.      Because  we   like  that 
decision  to  be  made  before  we   see  the  FS.  It 
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can  save  work  we  can  all   come  to  agreement  at 
the  completion  of  the  RI ,    what  the  sites   are  for 
remedial  action. 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:  What's 
unclear  to  me,   too,    is  that  in  the  FS,    for  the 
purposes  of  categorizing  sites,   you  have 
identified  four  categories  of  four  groups.  You 
identified  organics  and  inorganics.      But  in 
reality  you  have  sites  that  have  both  organic 
and  inorganic.     And  you  have  sites  that  have  TCB 
and  petroleum.      And  petroleum  mobilizes  TCB. 
And  so  there  might  be   some  chance  hiding   in  the 
groundwater.      So  if  you  have  proposed  just 
estimating  without  any  kind  of  groundwater 
monitoring,    then  you  didn't  address  the  mobility 
of  TCB  with  petroleum. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      We    can  control 
TCB   sites  with  a   1   in   680.      And   I   think  you 
really  don't  have  petroleum  associated  with 
those  sites. 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:       I    think  if 
you  recall  the  interremedial  action  for  both 
sites,    the  petroleum  is   identified  as   one  of  the 
contaminants  of  concern.      So  you  might  want  to 
check  that.      And  also,    looking  at  this  chart 
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here,    we're   finding  that  Landfill   E  has  silver 
and  DDT.      We  have  Nike.      We  have  organics  and 
inorganics.      So  I  don't  quite  see  the  logic 
grouping  the  sites  into  four  categories  probably 
you  need  more,    I  don't  know. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     That's  a  fair 
concern.      I  think  there  are   some  hybrids  there 
that  we  could  adjust. 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      I'm  going  to  go 
back  quickly  to  the  FPALDR  question.      John,  you 
said  that  the  FPALDR  --  a   lot  of  work  went  into 
the   FPALDR.      My  question  goes   back  to   --  I'm 
unaware  of,    or  I  wanted  get   some  clarification 
of  what  kind  of  regulatory  blessing  has  been 
given  to  the  FPALDR  to  be  used   in  the  event  that 
the   FPALDR  went   through  kind  of   a   bit  of 
discussion   and  comment   and  revision   through  all 
of   last   summer.      And  to  my  knowledge,    I  think 
that   the   final   FPALDR  came   out   in  August  or 
September   of   last  year.      And  there  was  another 
series   of   comments   on  that   final   document,  and 
not  everyone  was  particularly  happy  with  how  it 
finally  read.      So,    I  guess  my  question  is,  is 
there  some  justification  for  using  this  here? 
Has   it  received  the  blessing  of  DTSC  and  the 
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Water  Board? 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:      The    FPALDR  is 
not  the  type  of  document  that  the  DTSC  is 
approving.      It's  outside  of  their  control. 

BOARDMEMBER  HIETT:      The   FPALDR  was 
not  officially  approved,   Harold.      Parts  of  it 
were  considered  in  the  permits  that  we  are 
writing  for  the  Waste  Discharge  Requirements  for 
the  Presidio.     However,   because  there  was  some 
deficiencies  that  we   found   in  certain  elements 
of   it,    we're  not  going  to  approve   it  as   a  whole 
document.      Parts  of   it  were  used.      And  you  can 
go  through  the  different  ecological  risk 
assessments.      So  a  whole  document,    it's  not 
going  to  be  approved  in  that  way.      And  for  the 
permit  we  used  a  number  of   different  things.  I 
don't  know   if   you've  had  a   chance   to   see  the 
draft,    but  we  used  the  Basewide   CAP,    the  FPALDR, 
and   a   few  other  things.      So   in   so  much   as  a 
whole   cleanup   for  petroleum,    it's   going  to  be 
done   in  portions   of  the  FPALDR. 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      So  you're 
telling  me  that  certain  aspects   of   it  have  some 
use  to  the  Regional  Board? 

BOARDMEMBER  HIETT:      Oh,    sure.  Yes. 
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BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      And,    I  guess, 
John,    my  question  to  you   is,    are  you  aware  of 
which  aspects  you  should  be   looking  at  and  which 
aspects  are  not  really  received  with  any  kind  of 
validation,    I  guess. 

BOARDMEMBER  HIETT:      Let   me  just 
clarify  there.      For  the  most  part  the  FPALDR  is 
a  fine  document.      I  would  say  80  to  90  percent 
is   just  fine.      I'm  speaking  to  things  --  to  TBCs 
and  elements  in  the  FPALDR.      I  think  you  can  see 
that  a  lot  of  the  regulation  and  guidance  for 
cleanup  of  petroleum  was  considered   in  the 
FPALDR.      So  you  have  things   like  landfills, 
Chapter   15   requirements,    underground  storage 
tanks.      How  they  get  cleaned  up,    how  they  get 
identified.      The  guidance  documents  that  we  are 
using.      So  all  these  things  are  referenced  in 
the  FPALDR. 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      I   guess  my 
question  goes   back  to,    it's   only  certain  aspects 
of   it  that  you're  questioning? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    I    guess  my 
response  to  that  would  be,    we'll  make   sure  we 
coordinate,    so  this   is  acceptable. 

BOARDMEMBER   0 ' HARA :      John,    in  your 
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lead  soils   screening  criteria,    the  initials 
screen  based  for  residential   is   400  parts  per 
million.     But  over  in  the  remedial  action 
objectives  for  the  protection  of  human  health, 
that's  not  addressed.     And  I'm  just  wondering  is 
there  some  particular  reason  why? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Yes.  Because 
we  evaluated  the  site  that  --  human  health  was 
sort  of  our  first  screening  level  for 
residential.      So  we  evaluated  the  sites.      In  our 
view  of  the  General  Management  Plan,    we  used  the 
document   for  the  Presidio  sites  where  we  had 
that   elevated   lead   level  were  more   into  the 
recreational  range.      That's  why  we  used  that. 

BOARDMEMBER   O ' HARA :      But   what  about 
the   lead   levels   in  those  areas  where  there  are 
res  ident ial? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      You  mean  right 
around  the  residential   buildings   that   the  survey 
that's  being  conducted  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers? 

BOARDMEMBER   O ' HARA :  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Okay.      We  are 
conducting  an  initial   field  effort  --  I 
shouldn't  say   "we."     The  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
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identified  81   structures  where  there  are 
elevated   lead  levels.      We  are  now  in  those  areas 
going  to  go  back  to  --  we'll   call   it  a  Phase  2, 
characterization  of  those  elevated  areas,  those 
areas  that  are  elevated  around  the  residential 
structures.     And  it's  our  view  that  we  should  be 
addressing  that  under  the  Lead-base  Paint 
Hazardous  Reduction  Act  as  opposed  to  the 
CERCLA. 

Now  the  EPA  and  the  state  have  submitted 
letters  to  the  Army  saying  that  they  view  those 
areas   as  CERCLA  releases  and  should  be  included 
in  the  RI/FS   document.      We  do  have  a 
disagreement   on  this  point,    and  we're   going  to 
have   further  discussions  to  --   I   guess,    come  to 
some   closure   on  that  issue. 

We   fully   intend,    around  the  residential 
areas,    the  bottom   line   is   to   look   at   those  areas 
and   any   contamination  that's   required.      We  just 
don't   see   it   as   needing  to  be   done   in  the 
RI/FS.      And  that's  where  we  have  some 
disagreement  with  the  state  and  EPA. 

BOARDMEMBER  0 ' HARA :      Assuming  that 
you  don't  prevail,    just  for  the   sake  of 
argument.      Should  you  not   include  your  remedial 
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action  objectives,   and  qualify  that  as  you  have 
for  the  recreational? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      If   we    lose,  the 
hypothetical,    for  those  areas,    I  would  agree  the 
400  would  be  the  number  we  would  use  for  the 
areas   around  those  residential   structures.  So 
we  would  have  for  those  sites,    again,  right 
around  the  driplines  around  the  houses.      So  for 
--  the  number  you  would  look  at  would  be  400, 
as  opposed  the  840.      The  840   is   for  those  areas 
that   are  not   in  residential  areas. 

BOARDMEMBER  O ' HARA :      Under  what 
circumstances?      I  mean,    is   it  the  top   two  feet 
of   soil   or   six   inches   or  -- 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Generally,  for 
the  residential   structure  they're   looking  at 
surface  soil.      And  basically,    they're  primarily 
looking  at  bare  soil,    that  a   child  might  readily 
come   in  contact  with,    ingest   in  the  course  of 
playing  on  the  playground  and  so  forth.      So  it 
focuses  in  on  basically  surface  soils. 

BOARDMEMBER   0 ' HARA :      My  only 
concern  is  that  that  is  not  included  here  as 
qualified  in  what  you  propose  to  do. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I   think    if  there 
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are  no   further  --  there  are. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      You  said 
that  most  of  the  sites  identified  are  going  to 
fall   into  the  recreational  scenario.     And  you're 
basing  this  on  the  General  Management  Plan 
amendment  of  the  Park  Service.      Now  this  would 
hold  true  for  Crissy  Field,    but  under  the 
legislation,   which  is  winding  its  way  through 
Congress,    and  may  come  into  law  next  week,  the 
80  percent  of  the  Presidio  that's  going  to  be 
under  the  management  of  the  new  trust  is 
mandated  to  come  up  with   its  own  General 
Management  Plan  and  does  not  have  to   follow  the 
Park  Services  Management  Plan,    only  the  general 
objectives.      But  the  new  trust   is  mandated  to 
mastermind  revenues  for  the  federal  government 
to   greatest   extent  possible. 

So   I   could   see   in  the   future   that  possibly 
if   renting  things   as  residential   places  was 
going  to  bring  more  revenue   in  than  using  that 
same   site   for  recreational  purposes,    then  how 
does  this   --  that  trust  would  be  mandated  to  do 
that?     And  how  would  this  then  fit   in  with  your 
plan  for  cleanup   if  your  views  change? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      I'll  answer 
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that  question.      The  Army's  position   is  that  the 
existing  General  Management  Plan  from  the  Park 
Service  is  what  we  would  use  as  our  guideline 
for  how  we  direct  our  cleanup  effort  here.  It 
is  too  speculative,    or  the  viability  of  the 
trust,    the  likelihood  of  passage,    and  all  of 
those  things  are  so  uncertain  that  it  would  not 
make  practical  or  economic  sense  to  base  a 
cleanup  on  something  for  which  you  have  no  plan 
or  you  speculate  what  might  happen  with  this 
particular  property. 

In  a  conversation  I  had  with  Mr.  Chandler, 
the  GM  of  the  Presidio  project,    he  explained  to 
me  that  this  bill  that  the  Presidio  Trust 
Legislation   is  currently  part  of   an  omnibus  Bill 
that  has   some  very  controversial  environmental 
legislation  with   it,    legislation  which  the 
Democrats   on  Congress   are   strongly   opposed  to. 
And  although  the  Presidio   legislation   is  not 
particularly  controversial,    and  will  probably 
pass  on   its  own,    it  probably  won't  pass,  because 
it   is  part   of   this   omnibus  bill. 

Even   if   it  does  pass   in  this   session  of 
Congress,    then  the  related   issue   is,    when  would 
the  President  appoint  the   individuals  to  the 
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Board   of   Directors?     Would   it   be   during  the 
election  campaign?       After  the  election  campaign 
is  over?     And  then  there's  a  certain  amount  of 
time  when  that  establishment  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  would  have  to  establish  its  executive 
direction  for  staff  to  manage  this  property. 

Seeing  as  how  that  process  would  not  occur 
for  as   long  away  as   18  months,    and  maybe  perhaps 
as  quickly  as  a  year,   the  Army  has  a   lot  of 
activities  under  its  current  schedule  that  it 
would  be  accomplished  in  that  time,    and  to 
hinder  the  progress  of  those  activities,  based 
on  speculation  of  what  may  or  may  not  happen 
with  the  trust,    is  not  in  the  best   interest  of 
the  Army  or  the  taxpayers'  money. 

So   it   is   our   intention  to   continue  forward 
with   our   cleanup  plan  using  the   existing   GMPA  as 
the   guidance  plan. 

BOARDMEMBER   GIRARDOT:      Well,  I 
appreciate  that  at  this  point   in  history.  But 
if  the   legislation  does  pass   and  the  use  of  the 
property   is  changed   in  the  future,    how  does  that 
compare  with  your  observations? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      In  the 
future,    if  the  readings  of  the  property  were  to 
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change  and  a  particular  cleanup  activity  on  that 
particular  parcel   of   land   is  not   in   sync  with 
what  the  change  re-use  plan  would  be  at  that 
time,   then  at  that  time  that  cleanup  activity 
would  have  to  be  adjusted  so  that  it  would  meet 
the  needs  of  the  re-use  plan,    but  at  this  point, 
we're  not  going  to  do  that. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I   really  need  to 
give  our  reporter  a  break,    and  probably  all  of 
you.     Why  don't  we  take  15  minutes. 

(Recess  taken) 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Given  the  hour, 
and  the  potential   for  bodies  to  exit  as  the 
evening  goes  on,    even  though  we're  targeting 
10:00  p.m  to  conclude,    there   is  an   issue  that 
reguires  people  to  be  here.      And  we  would  like 
to   ask  your   opinion  about.      Shall   we   conduct  the 
voting  at  this   time   for  the   community   cochair  or 
continue  with  the   agenda?      I'll   leave   that  to 
your  wishes. 

BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY :      Just  speaking 
on  a  personal   level,    since   I  have  to  drive  to 
Sacramento,    I  prefer  to  go  ahead  with  the 
voting.      I  don't   imagine  that  would  take   a  long 
time . 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:      Well,    we've  got 
some  nods.      I   think  that  would  be  a  good  thing 
then  to  go  ahead.      Do  we  want  to  have  any 
comments  by  the  candidates?     Is  that  something 
that  either  the  candidates  wanted  to  have,  to 
make  a  statement  of  any  kind?     Are  there  any 
questions  of  the  candidates  by  RAB  members? 

BOARDMEMBER   CHEEVER:      Well,  I 
wouldn't  mind  hearing  one  minute  from  each 
candidate  about  what  they  think  the  role   is  of 
the  chairperson.      Maybe  if  they  want  to   say  why 
they  would  enjoy  having  that  role. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  Actually, 
Julia  called  me  about  this  today,  and  I  think 
there  are  a  couple  of  answers  to  that  question. 

One   is  that  there  are  some  specific  items 
spelled   out   in  the  Charter   for  the  community 
cochair   about  helping  to   set  the   agenda  every 
month.      As   I  mentioned  before,    acting   as  a 
liaison  with  the  public.      Working  with  community 
members  to   facilitate  to  have  people  become 
aware  of   issues.      And  the  other  thing  that  I 
mentioned  to  Julia  earlier,    was  that  every  month 
I   spout  off  about  different  opinions   about  what 
I   think   are   appropriate  environmental 
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requirements.  And  when  I  do  that,  I  have  to  do 
that  representing  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park 
Association . 

In  thinking  about  those  responsibilities 
that  I  have  just  listed,   I  think  whoever  is  the 
cochair  has  to  recognize  that  the  community 
members  are  a  diverse  lot.     They  may  not,  for 
some  reason,    all  agree  with  me  about  my 
environmental  points  of  view,    and  they  may  take 
quite  opposite  points  of  view.     And  one  thing 
that  is   important  in  that  role  is  to  be  an 
advocate  for  the  public  and  the  community 
members,    and  its  relationship  with  the  Army  in 
terms   of  making  sure  that  all  points   of  view 
are,    at  the  minimum,    listed  on  the  agenda,  heard 
and  talked  about,    and  that  ways   in  which  the 
public   or   community  members   are   represented  or 
thought   of,    or  their  abilities   to  use   the  RAB . 
And   so   I   think  that's   an   important  consideration 
in   acting   as   cochair.      What  the   cleanup  levels 
or   standards   should  be.      The  different 
interests,    the  ways   in  which  the  community 
members,    as  a  whole,    are  given  the  opportunity 
to  function  to  the  maximum  of  their  interest. 
And  the  other  component  of  that,    I   think,    is  not 
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only  to  give  people  the  opportunity  to  function 
to   the  maximum  of   their   interest,    but  to 
encourage  that  interest  a  lot  more. 

Our  RAB  has  been  an  example  both  of,  I 
think,    a  good  healthy  participation.      But  on  the 
other  hand,   because  we  sometimes  have  problems 
with  people  who  dropped  out  because  they  didn't 
want  to  be  members,   or  trying  to  get  people 
alerted  to  things  that  they  are  interested  in 
and  could  be  helpful  on.      And  so   I   think  it's 
also  a   function  of  the  community  cochair  to  give 
the  opportunity  to  generate  enthusiasm. 

BOARDM EMBER  BAXTER:      I   think  I 
agree  with  Bob,    that  there  are  these   set  duties 
of  the  community  cochair   in  the  Charter.  And 
one   of   the  most   important   ones   is   the   setting  of 
the   agenda.      I   think  that   is   an   important  part 
of   the   community  cochair  to   solicit   from  the 
members  what  they  want  to   see   on  the   agenda,  and 
what  concerns  they  would  like  to   see  addressed, 
and  also  get  the  agenda   in  some  kind  of  form 
that  can  be  set  before  the  meeting  so  that 
people  would  be  prepared  for   it,    and  also  to  get 
some  kind  of   schedule  to  know,    at   least,  what's 
going  to  happen   in  a   few  months   so  people  have 
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an   idea  of  what  topics  are  coming  up,    and  for 
public  outreach.      I  also  think  that  it  would  be 
an  important  for  the  community  cochair  to  try 
and  see  that  the  members  are  empowered  as  they 
can  be.     And  I  think  that  in  some  ways  a  good 
way  to  do  that   is  try  and  develop  an  educational 
program  for  the  members  of  the  RAB ,  particularly 
the  new  members,   where  they  can  learn  from  the 
old  members  to  interact  between  the  two  groups, 
either  through  formal  or   informal  meetings. 

Also,    I  think  it  would  be  a  good   idea  if 
the  community  cochair  could  try  and  find  people 
that  are   interested  in  doing  some  work  or  some 
task  that  come  up.      Like,    for  example,    if  there 
are  certain  issues  that  come  up  that  we  need 
some  help   on,    maybe  to  try   and   find  people  that 
are   interested   in  that  and  want   to  help  in 
that . 

So   I   think   it   is   as   Bob   said,    trying  to 
facilitate  the  members'    involvement,    but   I  think 
it  is  also  to  encourage  people  to  partake  as 
much  as  they  can  because  every  person  on  the 
Board  is   an   individual   and  they  all  have 
something  to  offer.     And  they  don't  have  to  be 
experts  to  offer.      And  so   I   think  helping  people 
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to  participate  at  every   level   is  a  very 
important  part. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank   you.  I 
suppose  at  this  point  we  have  come  to  the  moment 
of  truth.     We'll  have  our  ballots.     As   far  as 
counting  the  ballots,   what  kind  of  a  procedure 
shall  we  have?     Who  should  we  have  count  the 
ballots?     Perhaps  we  should  have  David  count  the 
ballots.      So  I  would  ask  people  to  find  a  piece 
of  paper  and  write  down  your  choice  and  we'll 
have  David  and  Thomas  count  the  ballots. 

Any  questions  or  comments  related  to  the 
last   item,    Feasibility  Study? 

BOARDM EMBER   BROWNELL:    I   would  ask 
to  have  John  talk  a  little  bit  more  about  the 
lead-base  paint   issue,    and  the  position  that 
they  put   out   in  the  letter. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Okay.      And  I 
must   say,    it   is   not  the  official  Army  position. 
It   is   the  Office   of   Counsel   for   the  Army 
Environmental   Center  that   evaluated  the  letters 
received   from  both  the   Department   of  Toxic 
Substance  Control  and  US  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  regarding   lead-base  paint  and 
their  position  that  the   lead-base  paint   from  the 
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residential   structures,    for  that  matter,  from 
any   other   structure,    constitutes   a  CERCLA 
release   in  that  we  would  need  to  address  it 
under  the  RI/FS. 

Their  opinion  --  and  I  think  that  was  sent 
out  to  folks,   but  I'm  not  quite  sure,    David  sent 
that  out  --  was  that  we  took  issue  with  a 
position.     We  don't  think  it's  a  CERCLA 
release.     We  recognize  our  responsibilities 
under  the  Lead-base  Paint  Hazardous  Reduction 
Act  to  address  elevated  lead  levels  around 
residential  structures,   but  we  do  not  believe 
that  that  responsibility  carries  on  to  the 
non-residential  structures. 

We're  willing  to   look   into   structures  that 
are  nearby  residential  structures   and  maybe  take 
a   broad  view  of   the   lead-base  paint  hazardous 
reguirements ,    but  we  definitely  take   issue  with 
the   fact  that   it   is   a   CERCLA  release.      And  I 
imagine  there's   going  to  be   a   response   to  that 
decision,    and  we're  going  to  have  further 
discussions  with  both  the   CAL/EPA  and   EPA  on 
this  issue. 

BOARDMEMBER   BROWNELL:      So    it's  just 
sort  of   in  this  mode  now,    and   it's  their  turn  to 
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respond  and  continue  that  discussion? 

BOARDM EMBER   BUCK:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:      Earlier  you 
said  there  were  81  buildings? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      81  residences. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:      Okay.      And  how 
many  non-residential  structures? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    we  didn't 
sample  around  every  residential  structure.  We 
believe  our  responsibility  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:  You  didn't 
sample  around  residential? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Correct.  We 
don't  believe  there's  a  responsibility  to  do 
that . 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :    Going   back,  I 
think   it's   nice  to   see  that   the   FS   only  has  15 
sites   overall   in  here.      And  having  gone  through 
that  whole  process,    we  heard  your  evaluation, 
you're  talking   surface  soil   and  sub-surface 
soil.      It  seems   it  is  only  has   surface   soil  and 
sub-surface  soil.     We're  not  dealing  with  any  of 
the  drinking  water   sediment  or  surface  water  or 
groundwater  that  ended  up   in  the  FS.      One  of  the 
sites  that   I   thought   surely  would  have  been  in 
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it  would  have  been  the  Nike  site  because  of  the 
pooling  water  there,    and  that  didn't  come  in 
there  at  all;    is  that  true? 

BOARDM EMBER  BUCK:      You  mean  the 
water  in  the  silos? 

BOARDMEMBER   MCKLEROY :  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      That's  correct. 
As  we  evaluated  --  first  of  all,    the  water  in 
the  silos   is  not  a  potential  drinking  water 
supply  in  our  view.     And  in  evaluating  that 
particular  area  of  the  installation,    in  our 
view,   groundwater  is  not  an  issue  that's  the 
surface.      I  think  Nike   is  particularly  concerned 
about  surface  PAHs   in  some  drainage  areas,    and  I 
think  some  elevated  zinc   levels.      But   in  our 
evaluation  we  don't  see  the  water   in  the  silos 
as   being   an  issue. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:       Is  that 
still   under   discussion  because   of   the  comments 
that  have   come   in  on  the  RI ,    or   is   that  -- 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,  yes. 
We're   still   in  the  process   of   going  through 
comment  responses.      And  that  will  be  sent  out  to 
folks,    and  we  will  have  further  discussion 
regarding  the  RI . 
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BOARD MEMBER  MCKLEROY :      So   there  are 
no   sediments  that  come   in  under  the  FS  at  all; 
is  that  true? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      All  the 
sediments   in  the  Nike  area  that  we're  going  to 
be  addressing. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      You   will  be 

addressing? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:  Because 
that's  not   listed  in  this. 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    soils  and 
sediment,    in  that  particular  case,    I  probably 
grouped  the  sediments   in  with  soils   for  the  Nike 
area  . 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      So  the 
groundwater  monitoring,    that   is   sifted   into  the 
FS   based  on   --   is   that   based   on  risk 
assessment?      I  mean,    why  are  you  recommending 
groundwater  monitoring   if   there's   no  -- 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    we  think 
it's   a  prudent   thing  to  do. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      That's  not 
because  of  the  documentation  of  the  vapor  levels 
of  the  hazard  index  are   10   to  the  minus   4;  is 
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that  true? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      The  position 
that  I  think  many  --  we're  taking  a  conservative 
view  that  anything  out  there  in  the  groundwater 
we  should  keep  an  eye  on.     But  at  this  point  the 
groundwater  remediation  is  required.      So  we 
think  it  is  something  to  keep  track  of. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Could   I  have 
the  Water  Board  and  the  state,    and  maybe  EPA's 
evaluation  of  whether  or  not  groundwater  at  the 
Presidio  requires  remediation? 

BOARDMEMBER  HIETT:      I   don't  know  if 
I   can  make  that  determination  yet.      But   I  would 
say  there  are  certainly  sites  within  Crissy 
Field  that  will  need  some  attention.      As   far  as 
the  ones  we  were  just  talking  about  with  silos, 
I   can't   say  right  now.      It  doesn't   appear   to  be 
much  of   a  problem.      The  chlorinated  solvent 
problems   in  the   Colma   and  Crissy  Field 
jurisdictions,    I   think  we  need  to  talk   about  how 
we   can  develop   appropriate   levels   for   them.  We 
briefly  discussed  different   options   on  how  we 
might  handle  those.      In  my  opinion  we  might  do 
it   similar  to  the  way  we're  handling  the 
petroleum  hydrocarbons.      That  would  be  to 
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develop  cleanup  numbers   for  aquatic   species  on 
Crissy  Field.      The  rest  of   it,    I   don't  really 
know  what  to  say.      I  mean,    it's  a  big  question, 
Jan . 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      Romy,    do  you 
have  anything  to  add? 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:      I   have  the 
same  opinion  as  Rich.      First  of  all,   we  need  to 
identify  the  use  of  the  groundwater  and 
generally,    quality  controls  for  the 
groundwater.      So  once  those  things  are 
identified   it  will  be  easier  to   find  which  site 
we  would  progress   for  groundwater  problems.  In 
a  number  of   sites  we've  been  seeing   levels  above 
MCLs.      So  that  means   if  the  groundwater   is  for 
municipal  use,    then  you  have  to  do  something. 
This  needs  to  be   ironed  out  with  the  Agency  and 
Army.      And   so  right  now  we   can  vaguely  say 
Crissy   Field   or   some  Nike   areas,    because  it's 
very   close   to   Lobo   Creek   and   all   that,    but  right 
now  we   don't  have   a   concreted  definition  for 
groundwater   and  goals. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:  Well,  currently, 
right  now,  the  way  the  RI  is  written  it  does  not 
call   for  groundwater  remediation.      There  are  at 
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least  two  things,    and  Romy  just  touched  on  one 
of  them  that  could  change  that,  potentially. 

One   is  the  destination  of  the  use  and 
future  use  of  the  groundwater.      Currently,  the 
Army  is  trying  to  make  a  case  that  that's  not  a 
reasonable  assumption  for  certain  areas.     And  as 
Romy  just  alluded  to,   that  hasn't  been  worked 
out  yet.     And  the  other,    I  mean,    I  don't  know  if 
you  use  10  to  the  minus   6,    if  that  would  pull  in 
some  of  these  other  sites.      I  haven't  done  that 
analysis  to  see   if  that  would  pull   in  some 
groundwater  sites  or  not.      But  this   is   still  to 
be  worked  out. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Any  other 
comments  on  that  topic?     All  right.      Do  you  wish 
to  know  the   answer  before  we  go   on  to   the  next 
topic?      Okay.      The   RAB   has   selected   a  cochair. 
And  the  person   is  Jan  Baxter   as   the  new 
community   cochair.      The  vote  was   12   to  8. 

May   I   say,    for  myself,    to   Bob,    many  thanks 
Bob,    for  all  your  efforts,    for  well   over  a  year, 
since  the  conception  of  the  RAB.      I   think  on 
behalf  of  all  the  RAB  members,    many  of  whom  are 
no   longer  here,    since  all  that  time,    thank  you. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      I   would  like 
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to  echo  that.      Thank  you,    Bob,    very  much. 

BOAR DM EMBER  HOOPER:    I   was  looking 
at  the  bylaws  and   it  calls  for  an  alternate.  Is 
that  an  office  that  we  have  to  go  by  vote? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      It  has  been  something 
that  we  filled  by  election.     Are  there  any 
motions  on  the  floor  at  this  time,    or  would  you 
like  to  defer  that  item?       Hearing  none,    I  would 
say  we'll  move  ahead.     And  we  need  to  get  that 
on  the  agenda,    we'll  need  to  have  some 
nominations.      I  would  suggestion  then  that 
nominations  be  sent  in  for  the  community  cochair 
alternate  to  Thomas   as   soon  as   you  have  them. 
Thank  you. 

All   right.      Item  5.b.      Follow-up  on 
Building   637   Cleanup  Proposal. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      I   think  that 
issue   on  the   agenda  was   to  have  representatives 
from  the   Corps   of   Engineers   explain  to   the  RAB 
what's   going  on  with  the   637  Project. 
Basically,    kind  of   a   status   report.      So   if  Paul 
or  Roger,    I   don't  mean  to  put  you  on  the  spot, 
if   either  of  you  are  prepared  to  give  a  status 
of  what's  going  on  with  637. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Our  current 
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status  with  637   is,    status  on  hold,    until  we  get 
the  WDRs  worked  out.      And  then  we'll  discuss 
later  about  any  other  changes  to  Building  637 
and  cleanup  strategies  that  we  had  in  the 
Corrective  Action  Plan.     But,    at  this  point, 
basically,   we're  all  turning  energy  to  WDRs  and 
getting  major  issues  worked  out.      So  as   far  as 
cleanup  of  637  or  the  design  of   637   cleanup,  the 
action  plan  is  on  hold  for  right  now. 

BOARDMEMBER   CHEEVER:      What  are 

WDRs? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Waste 
Discharged  Requirements.      They  are  requirements 
from  the  Water  Board  to  the  Army  saying  that  if 
you  would   like  to  treat  soil,    here   is  what  you 
have  to   do.      These  are   for   soils   that  are 
excavated   and  treated  somewhere  here.  Within 
these  WDRs   there's   also  cleanup   goals   for  sites 
that  had   soils   that  were   left  behind,    where  we 
removed  tanks  out  of  the  ground,    the   soil  was 
excavated,    the  WDRs  tell   us  what  we   can  and 
can't  do  there.      But  then  when  I   say,    how  clean 
is  that  site,    the  WDRs  have  cleanup  goals  we 
have  to  reach,    and  those  that  are  acceptable  for 
a  particular  cleanup  goal  are  based  on  the 
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FPALDR  numbers. 

BOARDMEMBER   BALL:      What's  the 
status  of  the  removal  action  of  the  project 
itself? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      We   had  a 
thousand  cubic  yards. 

BOARDMEMBER   BALL:       So  that's 
already  been  completed? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Yes,  that's 
already  been  done.      We  took  about  a  thousand 
cubic  yards  of  material.      Half   of  that  went  up 
to  the  Nike  site. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      It   was  done 
just  after  that  was  done.      1349  was  done  in 
October,    and  this  was  done   in  late  November  or 
early  December. 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG :      You  might 
want  to   identify  additional  projects  to  be 
removed . 

BOARDMEMBER   HOOPER :       Could  you 
explain  your  thinking  on  taking  some  of  the 
waste   from  the  plume  site  to  the  Nike   site.  Did 
I  hear  you  are  correctly,    that  half   of   it  was 
taken  up  there? 

BOARDMEMBER   HENDERSON:  Right. 
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Half  was  taken  up  to  Nike   site   for  treatment  of 
the  soils  using  bacteria  and  whatnot.      And  the 
other  half,    the  soils  are  placed  on   liners  and 
they're  covered  and  burned.      So  it  not  like  we 
dug  them  up.      It's  a  very  controlled  study,  both 
of  them. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you, 
Roger.      Item  No.    5.c.      Continued  Discussion  on 
the  RI  Comments  and  Responses. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I'm  going  to 
defer  to  Mike  Schmidt  from  Dames   &  Moore. 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      My  name   is  Mike 
Schmidt.      I'm  Dames   &  Moore's  project  manager 
for  the  RI/FS   for  the  Presidio  Main 
Installation.      Everyone  should  have  a  handout; 
the   first  page   looks   like  this. 

We  presented  detailed   comments   on   the  RI . 
And  there   are   some  major  headings   to   try  to 
resolve  major   issues  that   apply  to   a   number  of 
different   specific  comments.      And  today  we 
discussed  and  made  progress   on  several  major 
categories   on  the   evaluation   of  ambient 
concentrations  and   inorganics   in  soils. 
Characterization  of  study  areas   and  sites. 
Human  health  baseline  risk  assessment. 
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On  the   evaluation  of   ambient  concentrations 
of   inorganics  in  soils,   we  prepared  a  flow 
diagram  of  the  screening  preliminary 
contaminants  of  concern  and  the  final   list  of 
contaminants  of  concern  that  are  used  in  risk 
assessment  calculations.      Everybody  should  have 
this   legal-size  page  of  the  flow  diagram.  And 
we  plan  to  include  this   in  the  revised  RI  report 
to  help  reviewers  and  readers  follow  in  the 
process  that  we  used  to  determine  contaminants 
of   concern.      You  might  notice  down  the  left 
column  of  this  diagram  it  shows   in  what  section 
these  different  steps   in  the  process   are  made. 

Quite  a   few  comments  will   show  there  was 
some  degree  of  confusion  as  to  where  and  what 
order  these   steps   were  done,    and  what  part  of 
the   document  there  are   applied.      So   this  will  be 
an   addition  to  the  RI  report. 

Another   item  that  we   reached   consensus  on 
today   is   the  Army  has   agreed  to   develop  ambient 
concentrations   levels   for   lead.      And  the  way 
this   is  going  to  be  done  is  by  lithologic 
category  and  the  numbers  will  be  developed  by 
the  same  methodology  that  the  ambient  values 
were  developed  for  other   inorganics   in  soils, 
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and  then  they  will  also  be  applied   in  the  same 
way   in  screening  preliminary  contaminants  of 
concern,   which  then  will   lead  to  the  stage  of 
analysis . 

Under  the  category  of  Characterization  of 
Study  Areas  and  Sites,   we  discussed  the  issue  of 
posting  maps.     Quite  a  few  commentors  requested 
various  types  of  graphical  depictions  of  the 
analytical  results,    and  we  actually  had  a 
work-group  session  this  afternoon  with  the  Army 
and  myself,    and   EPA  and  BTSC,    to   discuss   ways  to 
determine  which  analytes  would  be  posted  at 
specific  sites,    or  at  least  the  approach  for 
developing  the   list  to  be  posted.      And   I  should 
probably  describe  what  a  posting  map  is. 

Imagine   a  map  of   a   site   that   shows   all  the 
sampling   locations.      It  would,    for   example,  list 
the   lead  concentration  that  was   found   in  each 
sample   location   so  you  could   see  where   the  high 
concentrations  and  lower  concentrations  are. 

So   in  the  group  this  afternoon  we  had  a 
pretty  good  discussion  on  how  to  choose,  because 
if  we  apply  all   of  the  analytes   at  all   of  the 
sites,    it  would  be  just  an  unworkable  mass  and 
it  would  just  be  more  confusing  and  a  bigger 
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load  on  the  RI  reader. 

A  good  starting  point  would  be  to  post  the 
results   or  analytes  that  exceed  ambient  values 
at  the  site.     And  each  of  these  items  that  I 
have  under  here,    each  of  these  steps   involve  a 
pretty  strong  element  of  professional  judgment, 
and  not  necessarily  a  hard-and-fast  rule  for 
what  is  to  be  posted  and  what  is  not  to  be 
posted.      But  at  a  starting  point  we  all  agreed 
that  posting  analytes  that  exceed  ambients  would 
be  a  good   idea,    in  general.      Also,    analytes  that 
may  or  may  not  exceed  ambient  but  had  drive  risk 
probably  also  should  be  posted.      Then   in  some 
cases  we   agreed  there   could  be   other  analytes 
that  may  be  related  to  some  risk  drivers  or 
analytes   that   exceed  ambient   that   should   also  be 
posted . 

Some   examples,    sepentine   bedrock,  chromium 
and   nickel   are  high,    very  high   contents.  For 
example,    if   chromium   is   driving  risk   at   a  site 
and  we're  trying  to  determine  whether  that 
chromium  comes   from  the  natural   bedrock  or  from 
an  Army  activity  source,   we  might  also  decide  to 
post  the  nickel  concentrations   and  iron 
concentrations   to   show  there   is   a  correlation 
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between  these  concentrations,    and  that  they  are 
likely  from  a  bedrock  source  or  not. 

We  also  agreed  that   in  some  cases   it  might 
be  advisable  to  post  analytes,    for  example,  in 
groundwater.     If  there's  an  analyte  that  appears 
to  be  a  problem  in  soil,    it  might  be  a  good  idea 
to  post  the  same  results  on  that  analyte  in 
groundwater  to  demonstrate  whether  or  not  there 
appears  possible  a  pathway  to  groundwater. 

Then  on  total  chromium  and  hexavalent 
chromium  we  presented  some  additional 
information.      And,    I  believe,    we  reached  a 
consensus  that  hexavalent  chromium  would  not  be 
used   in  the  baseline  risk  assessment  and  the 
recorded  detections  of  hexavalent  chromium  are 
considered  to  be  erroneous. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD :      When  you 
say,    "erroneous"   do  you  mean  they  were  not 
hexavalent  chromium? 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      They   do   not  represent 
true   concentrations   of   lead.      There   are   a  number 
of   specific  comments   in  the  comment  package 
where  we  will  present  the  detailed  responses. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      There  was  an 
issue  where  there  was  great  concern  among  all 
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the  participants  that  the  detection  of  chromium 
was  not  accurate.      Can  you  respond  to  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      Well,  you're 
looking  in  my  direction.      I  know  that  the 
analysis  methodology  for  hexavalent  chromium,  it 
is  all  very  controversial,    and  there's  a  huge 
debate  going  on  right  now.     Are  these  numbers 
meaningful  or  not?     Do  they  really  represent 
hexavalent  chromium?     I'm  going  to  have  to  defer 
the  evaluation  of  what  the  Army   is  going  to  be 
providing  the  EPA  to  my  toxicologist ,    and  then 
she'll   advise  me   if  the  rationale   is   one  that 
she  concurs  with. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      So  when 
you're  describing  this,   when  you're  describing 
your  response,    it's  not  a  consensus   of  what  was 
agreed  upon? 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      Well,    we're  hoping 
it's   a  consensus. 

On  the  human  health  baseline  risk 
assessment  the  Army  has   agreed,    in  the  screening 
of   final   COCs,    to  use   the   lower   of   the   PRGs  or 
the  MCLs   for  analyzing  groundwater   in  surface 
water . 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      PRGs  normally 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
2  0 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


90 

apply  to  the  water.     Are  those  the  ones  you're 
talking  about,    applying  to  groundwater?  That's 
the  EPA's.      Is  there  some  other  that  you're 
talking  about  from  the  state? 

MR.    SCHMIDT:   You  have  PRGs   in  the 
groundwater,  also. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:      Those  are 
different  from  the  tap  water  sections? 

BOARDMEMBER   WORK:       I    don't  think 
they're  described  as  tap  water  PRGs.  The 
exposure  pathways  are  considered  to  be 
groundwater,    to  be  used  as  drinking  water. 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      Is   this  listed 
on  the  same  table  as  the  soil,  PRGs? 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      In   some   cases  for 
specific   analytes   the  PRG   is   higher   than  the 
MCL,    and   sometimes  the  MCL   is  higher   than  the 
PRG.      The  RI   is  under  review  right  now  and  we 
used  the  higher   of   the  two   for  screening 
analytes   into  the  risk  assessment  calculations. 
And  the  Army's  agreed  to  now  use  the   lower  of 
the  two  to  screen. 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:      You  might 
want  to  mention,    also,    that  you're  working  on 
site-specific  PRGs,    which   is  entirely  different 
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from  the  PRGs  that  you're  talking  about. 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      We  did   some  posting 
and  contouring  of  posted  values  for  parent  and 
breakdown  projects  for  chlorinated  solvents.  So 
there  is  a  couple  of  examples  in  the  RI .  Here's 
an  example  of  a  posting  match  showing  results  in 
soil  samples. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      In  deciding 
which  posting  maps  you're  going  to  do,   you  said 
it  would  be  agreed  upon,    there  was  somewhat  of  a 
strategy.     Are  the  final  decisions  going  to  be 
made  jointly   in  a  conversation  between  the 
agencies  and  the  Army,    or  how's  that  going  to  be 
determined?     What's  going  to  come  out  of  the 
final  strategy? 

MR.  SCHMIDT:  As  we  go  through  site 
by  site  and  select  analytes  for  posting,  I  guess 
we're   going  to  be  running   it   by  people  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      That's  the 
intent.      As  we  go  through,    we'll   develop   a  list 
and  run   it  past   the  Water  Board,    the   EPA  and  the 
Park  Service.      So  that's  our  intent. 

BOARDMEMBER   JEHOREK:      And   would  we 
then  expect  to  see  the  final  product?     At  what 
point  would  we  be  involved? 
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BOARD MEMBER  BUCK:      The   final  will 
be   incorporated   into  the  report. 

BOARDMEMBER   JEHOREK:      What  I'm 
saying,    at  what  point  would  we  be  able  to  see  it 
for  comment?     I  mean,    I'm  assuming  that  we're 
not  all  going  to  meet  and  -- 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:       I    suppose  we 
could  mail  those  out  to  the  RAB  members  to  look 
at  them.     We  want  to  try  to  get  as  many  issues 
resolved  through  the  comments  or  response 
process  as  possible. 

MR.    SCHMIDT:      We   expect   there  will 
be  several  hundred  posting  maps.      We  expect 
around  250. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      Right.      And  I'm 
not   requesting  or  expecting  to   see   200   maps  at 
the   end  product.      Mostly,    that  given  that  this 
is   a   response  to  the  comment   in  which  you're 
offering   it,    this   is  the  activity  and  strategy. 
I'm  just  wanting  to  know  when  we  can  see  the 
final   list,    and  then   something   explaining  that 
these   sites  were  selected  due  to  this 
contaminant,    or  this  part  of  the  strategy 
because  we  all  agreed  upon   it   from  the  Agency. 
I  mean,    just  a  quick  table  would  be  nice. 
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Something  that  says  these  are  the   listings  that 
we  are  going  to  do  maps  for. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      That's  certainly- 
possible  . 

BOARDMEMBER   JEHOREK:  Just 
something   in  the  table.      And  then  the  driving 
factor  based  on  the  strategy  that  you  have  set 
out.      How  is   it  going  to   look  when  implemented. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     We  have  a  report 
on  the  agenda  from  Mark  on  Landfill  2. 

BOARDMEMBER   YOUNGKIN:      This  is 
Landfill  2,   the  El  Polin  Spring  area.     And  at  my 
time   in  the  record  center  area   I   came  across 
some   old  maps   that   showed,    basically,    that  the 
El  Polin  Spring  area  was  a  small  water  supply 
reservoir,    and  that  Landfill   2   occupies  this 
reservoir  now.      And  the  historical   accounts  at 
the   record  center   indicate  that   a  redwood 
conduit   from  this   reservoir   is   diverting  the 
water   down  to  the  Main  Post.      I   got  curious, 
since   I    live  near   there,    and   I   went   out  and 
started  walking  around  there  on  February  24th. 
On  Saturday  some  of  the  RAB  members   joined  me 
and  we  took  a  quick   inspection  of  the  Landfill  2 
area  above  the  picnic  area  at  El  Polin  Spring. 
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And   so  here's   a   quick   list   of  what  we  ran 
into  out  there.      The  majority  of   surface  water 
flow  at  the  El  Polin  Spring  picnic  area  is 
flowing  from  above  the  picnic  area  and  from  the 
vicinity  of  Landfill  2.     And  the  water  seems  to 
be  coming  out  of  fill  material  at  the  bottom  of 
Landfill  2,    and  also  from  a  conduit  from  Cory 
Road,    and  the  water  is  flowing  across  the  face 
of   Landfill  2. 

The  lower  face  of  the  landfill   is  sloughing 
off  probably  due  to  this  water  flow  beneath  the 
landfill.      Some  of  this  material  has   flowed  down 
and  filled  up  this  old  water  reservoir  up  to  the 
small  dam  that's  presently  there.      So   it's  kind 
of   an   interesting  area. 

Behind  the  small  damn  is  a   small  wetland  at 
the  present  time.      And   just   from  water  flowing 
up   the   landfill  material   and  this   culvert,  there 
were   raccoon  tracks   in  this   small  wetland.  The 
limit  of  the  fill  material   from  Landfill  2 
appears   to   extend   further  downstream.      That  is 
shown  on  the  maps   in  the  RI .      The  RI   did  not 
investigate  this  part  of  the  Landfill   2.  We 
also  encountered  a   55-gallon  drum  protruding 
from  landfill  material  down  behind  the  small 
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dam.      We   found  another  metal   container,    which  is 
protruding  from  the   landfill   in  the  culvert 
water  that's  flowing  off  Cory  Road.      This  area 
is  pretty  close  to  Julius  Kahn  Playground,  where 
we  actually  saw  some  kids  playing  in  the  woods 
here,    some  older  children. 

We  encountered  some  orange-colored  liquid 
seeping  from  the  fill  material  into  the  surface 
water.      It  was  a  small  flow.      There  was  some 
foam  and  sheen   in  this  area.      We  don't  know  what 
it  is,    and  I  don't  really  want  to  speculate. 

I   called  the  naturalist  at  the  Park  Service 
to  ask  about  the  native  plants   in  this   area  and 
she  says  that  the  Presidio  Manzanita  occur  in 
this   certain  grassland,   mostly  above  Cory  Road. 

So  as  a  result  of  all  this   is  that  during 
the  winter  months   like  this  when  the  water  is 
flowing  through  the   soil   or  the   bedrock,  the 
water  rises   and   it   looks   like  water   is  coming 
out   of   the   flow  material   itself.      So  I'm 
suggesting  that  groundwater   samples   of  this 
water,    right  now,    while   it   is   flowing,    might  be 
appropriate.      I  would  also   like  to   see  some 
additional   investigation  of  where  the  drum  is 
sitting.      The  fill  material   is  probably  shallow 
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here,    and  I  think  maybe  some  exploration  around 
these  drums  and  try  to  figure  out  what's  going 
on.      And  also,    just  that  this   area  of  the 
landfill  seems  to  have  more  going  on  than  what 
is  described   in  the  RI . 

So  maybe   it  deserves  a   little  closer  look. 
And  I'm  writing  a  letter  to  submit  to  David 
concerning  these  things.     That's  about  it. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Any  questions 

for  Mark? 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      I   do  have 
one.      What's  your  evaluation  since  you've  been 
out  there  walking  around  concerning  the 
monitoring  and  the  stability  of  the  landfill? 
Do  you  think   it  will  be  falling  off   and  moving 
downstream? 

BOARDMEMBER   YOUNGKIN:      Well,  it 
looks   like   down   in   lower   face  where   the  water  is 
flowing   out,    it   looks   like   it   is   sloughing  off 
in  the  path.      And   it's  hollow   in  the   face   of  the 
landfill.      The  rate  of   sloughing,    and  things 
like  that,    I  don't  know. 

BOARDMEMBER   HOOPER:      How   big    is  the 

fill  site? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      It   goes  from 
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up   above  the  picnic  area   and  extends   back  up  in 
the  headwaters  of  that  drainage  there,  up 
towards  Arguello  Street,   maybe  a  thousand  feet 
long,    something  like  that.      It  is  very  vegetated 
in  there.     It  is  covered  with  a  lot  of 
blackberry  bushes  and  trees.      It   looks   like  they 
threw  a  lot  of   landfill  material   in  there. 
These  containers,    one  of  them,   was  found 
sticking  out  of  a  fence  post  in  the  ground,  so 
it's  going  to  take  more  than  just  sort  of 
walking  around  to  determine   if  there's  more 
metal   in  the  fill   or  what. 

BOARDMEMBER   LAHREN :       I   would  just 
like  to  bring  up  that  there  was   a   lot  of  metal 
debris   interspersed  around  the  grasses.  Pretty 
much  everywhere  you   looked  you   saw   little  pieces 
of  debris. 

FACILITATOR   KERN :       Thank  you, 
Mark.      A  couple   of  more   items.      The  RPM 
meeting.      I   understand  that  was   guite   a  long 
meeting  today.      Do  we  have  comments   on  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Well,    I  think 
that  the   issues  that  were  discussed  at  the  RPM 
meeting  have  been  discussed  earlier.  They 
involved  primarily  the  RI  Response-to-Comment s 
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package,    and  where  we  are  with  that.      And  also  a 
little  bit  about  the  Feasibility  Study 
overview.     We  also  discussed  lead-base  paint 
issues,   which  was  alluded  to  earlier  by  John 
when  he  described  the  installation  and  the 
Army's  environmental  position  on  that. 

And  the  Waste  Discharge  Requirements  which 
we  talked  about  some  tonight  as  well.      So  those 
were  the  issues  we  discussed  at  the  RPM 
meeting.      So  we  covered  all  of  those  topics  at 
some  point  during  the  discussion. 

BOARDM EMBER   BUCK:      We   had  the 
strategy  session  on  how  to  do  the  posting  maps 
in  the  afternoon.      So  it  was   sort  of  an 
extensive  session. 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:       I    guess  we 
have  perhaps   one  unfinished  question   on  Landfill 
2.      Mark   is  putting  together   a   letter   that  he's 
going  to   send  to  the  Army   asking  them   if  they 
would  be  willing  to  do   some   sampling.      Could  we 
get  a   sense  from  you,    David,    now,    whether  there 
is   any  problem  from  your  viewpoint   about  doing 
some  of  this  sampling? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      I   will  defer 
that   question  to  John. 
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BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      I   have  already 
raised  this  issue  with  Bruce.     And  I  think  what 
we'll  do  is  take  a  reconnaissance  of  that  area 
with  maybe  your  assistance,    and  go  out  there  and 
look  and  make  an  assessment.     But  it  is  possible 
we  could  take  some  samples. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      Good.  Thank 

you . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Any  other 
comments  on  Landfill  2,    or  on  the  RPM  meeting? 
Questions  about  that,    what  happened  today? 

Given  the  hour,    I'm  not   sure   that  we're 
going  to   deal  with  the  Revised   Charter   or  the 
RAB   secretary   issue.      I   would   suggest,  perhaps 
we  can  defer  that. 

Item  No.    7,    Field  Work  Activities  update. 
BOARDMEMBER  TOWNSEND: 
Montgomery/Watson  just  completed  the  firing 
range   field  work,    and  they  found  some  metal 
contamination  at  the  CHP  site,    at  the  south 
abutment  of  the  Golden  Gate.     ATG  is  still 
investigating  underground  tanks  under  historic 
buildings,    and  the  course  of  that  work  is  going 
to  still  go  on  for  several  months.      I  guess  I'll 
give  you  Bruce,   who  has  IT  work. 
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BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      IT   has  been 
doing  a  number  of  tank  removals   around  the 
Presidio.      They  have  since  been  doing  that  work 
that  was  essentially  planned.     We  are   in  the 
process  of  a  planning  phase.     We  are  looking  at 
developing  the  UST  and  the  AST  with  the  plan 
documents.     And  many  of  you  are  reviewing  some 
of  those.     We  have  been  doing  a  number  of  human 
hazardous  abatements,   and  some  of  the  Park 
Service  buildings   for   lead  and  asbestos.  That 
has  temporarily  ceased  due  to   some  funding 
restrictions.      We  should  be  picking  that  up   in  a 
number  of  weeks.      We're  also   in  the  planning 
stage   for  the  Public  Health  Service  Hospital. 
My  estimate  would  be  about,    probably  two  months 
before  we're  actually  doing  remediation  there. 
I   think  that's   about  it. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Other  comments? 
Any   other   business   for  this   evening?  Without 
objection,    meeting  adjourned. 

(Meeting  adjourned  at   10:10  p.m) 
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REPORTER'S  CERTIFICATE 


I,    Elizabeth  Valstad,    do  hereby  certify 
that  the   foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct 
statement  of  the  testimony  and  proceedings  had 
in   the  within-entitled  matter   and  that   the  same 
is   a   full,    true   and   correct   transcription   of  the 
shorthand  notes   as   taken  by  me   in   said  matter. 

Dated:       At  San  Francisco,    California  this 


1996  . 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening, 

2  everyone.    I  think  we'd  like  to  get  started  in  the 

3  next  minute,  so  if  you  could  take  your  seats. 

4  This  is  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco 

5  Restoration  Advisory  Board  Meeting.    Welcome  to  all 

6  of  you.    Welcome  to  the  members  of  the  public  who 

7  are  here.    We  thank  you  very  much  for  spending  time 

8  to  attend  tonight's  meeting. 

9  Does  everyone  have  an  agenda?    I'll  take  that 

10  as  a  yes.    Are  there  any  changes  or  additions  to 

11  tonight's  agenda? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    Well,  I  think 

13  we  should  have  as  a  standard  item  on  the  agenda,  as 

14  I  say  every  month,  a  report  on  the  RPM  meeting. 

15  That  should  go  somewhere  in  4. 

16  Maybe  this  is  part  of  Old  Business,  but  last 

17  time  I  thought  we  were  supposed  to  talk  about  the 

18  lead-base  paint  issue,  the  Army's  response.    And  I 

19  think  that  would  be  a  good  topic  for  tonight.  And 

20  I  know  I  have  had  some  correspondence  with  the  Army 

21  and  others,  and  discussions  about  the  comment 

22  deadlines.    And  I  think  we  need  to  have  more 

23  clarification  about  that  tonight. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.     I  have 

25  added  that  on  to  No.  5.    Are  there  any  other 
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1  changes?  Jan? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  think  we  have 

3  a  few  other  issues.    I'd  like  to  make  some 

4  announcements  about  some  lists,  people  putting 

5  their  names  on  lists  for  specific  things;  also,  a 

6  announcement  for  chairs  and  alternate  chairs  for  | 

7  the  committee.    I  think  we  had  some  information  ; 

8  sent  around  to  some  RAB  members  on   discussions  of 

9  risks  and  the  10  to  the  minus  4  and  10  to  the  minus 

1 

10  6,  what  it  means. 

11  And  then  we  sent  around  a  couple  of  draft 

12  letters  that  I'd  like  to  have  the  Board  members 

13  discuss.    And  I  think  also  there  was  a  document 

14  that  we  wanted  to  make  people  aware  of  that  is  soo 

15  to  be  avai lable. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  changes 

17  or  additions? 

18  How  about  if  immediately  we  can  take  care  of* 

19  the  announcements,  and  then  perhaps  a  discussion  of 

20  what  happened  at  the  RPM  meeting?    Then  we  could  go 

21  on  with  Item  No.  4,  adding  discussions  about  the 

22  lead- base  paint. 

23  And  then  on  No.  5  --  have  there  been  any 

24  nominations  for  the  alternate  cochair?    None.  So 

25  that  item  B  is  off. 
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1  Revised  Charter?    I'm  not  aware  of  anything 

2  happening  with  that  isAsue,  so,  I  think  C  is  off. 

3  Item  Ncr.  B,  the  RAB  secretary?    Has  there 

4  been  any  work'  on  that  by  the  Organizational 

5  Committee?    None.    Item  B  is  off. 

6  The  Public  Outreach  and  Finance.    I'm  not 

7  aware  of  what  those  items  mean.    Anyone  here 

8  prepared  to  discuss  this  issue?    Okay.    So  those 

9  two  items  are  off. 

10  For  Item  5  then  I  have  the  alternate  member 

11  participation.    I  am  aware  of    discussions  there. 

12  Comment  period  deadlines  that  Bob  mentioned,  risk 

13  level  discussions,  a  couple  of  draft  letters,  and  a 

14  FFERDC  document  I  will  talk  about  a  little  bit.  Is 

15  that  satisfactory  with  everyone? 

16  Then  without  objection,  Jan,  would  you  like 

17  to  make  your  announcements? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    We'll  put  up 

19  some  paper,  and  what  we  would  like  people  to  do  is 

20  put  their  names  down  if  they  would  like;  one,  to 

21  have  their  names  put  on  a  cc  list  for 

22  correspondence,  regular  correspondence,  besides 

23  from  our  Regulatory  Agency,  perhaps  the  Army-  We 

24  would  like  to  get  a  sense  for  how  many  people  want 

25  this  and  see  when  we  can  get  it  done. 


1  Another  list  would  be  for  the  people  that 

2  would  like  to  see  this  and  have  faxed  to  them 

3  copies  of  the  agenda  that  David  puts  up  on  the 

4  agenda  and  then  discuss  what  items  are  put  on  or 

5  taken  off,  and  what  changes.    There  are  some  people 

6  that  would  like  to  have  that  first  draft  so  that 

7  they  could  make  suggestions  to  me  as  a  committee 

8  cochair.    I  would  like  your  name  on  the  list  for 

9  that. 

10  Then  the  third  list  is  for  a  bus  tour  that 

11  has  been  talked  about  quite  a  bit.    And  you  can  put 

12  your  name  down,  if  you're  interested,  on  the  sheet 

13  so  that  we  can  get  a  sense  of  how  many  people  want 

14  to  do  it  and  when  that  would  be,  as  well. 

15  So  those  are  the  three  lists.    And  we'll 

16  probably  put  a  fourth  list,  after  Doug  talks  about 

17  his  document,  for  more  information.    We'll  try  to 

18  put  the  explanation  on  the  top  so  that  everyone 

19  knows  which  list  goes  to  what. 

20  Then  the  second  thing  that's  sort  of  an 

21  announcement:    I  would  like  people  to  know  that  the 

22  UST  Committee  is  chaired  by  Harry  Ball.    And  then 

23  we  have  also  got  a  couple  of  people  that  have 

24  expressed  interest  in  chairing  the  other  two 

25  committees,  both  very  well  qualified.    And  that's 
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1  Doug  Kern  to  chair  the  Public  Outreach  and 

2  Education  Committee,  and  Mark  Youngkin  expressed  an 

3  interest  in  the  Technical  Review  and  Installation 

4  Committee.    So  hopefully  they  will  be  contacting 

5  those  members  for  community  meetings. 

6  Then  the  last  item:    EPA  has  a  document 

7  called  "Terms  of  Environment"  that  they  put  out 

8  that's  a  glossary  of  acronyms  and  for  people  who 

9  sometimes  find  themselves  lost.    This  might  be  a 

10  good  reference  document  from  time  to  time.  I 

11  picked  up  a  few  copies  and  I'm  going  to  put  them 

12  over  on  the  table.    They  sometimes  might  be 

13  helpful.    That's  my  announcement. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  there  any 

15  other  announcements? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.     I  would 

17  like  to  add  that  we  have  provided  a  binder  for  the 

18  RAB  members  to  put  their  handouts  in.     It's  tabbed 

19  off  on  a  monthly  basis.    At  the  present,  it's  up 

20  through  May,  so  any  of  the  handouts  that  you've 

21  received  for  previous  meetings  --  January, 

22  February,  March  --  you  can  just  punch  those  out  and 

23  insert  those.    And  you  should  have  the  handouts  for 

24  this  meeting  behind  the  April  tab  in  the  binder. 

25  So  this  is  just  for  your  use  to  help  you  try  to  be 
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1  a  little  bit  better  organized  for  the  meetings. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    One  other  item  I 

3  forgot  is  that  we  are  scheduling  a  workshop  to  talk 

••out  the  RI  documents,  and  the  Army  has  agreed  to 
..ie  date.    So  those  of  you  from  the  committee  that 

6  can  attend,  and  perhaps  some  others,  we  would  like 

7  people  to  think  about  whether  or  not  it  would  be 

8  okay  with  them  to  move  that  usual  committee  meeting 

9  to  a  Wednesday  night  in  this  room  on  the  14th.  And 

10  if  that's  okay  with  everybody,  then  I  think  David 

11  and  everybody  is  agreeable  to  changing  it.    So  we 

12  would  ask  about  maybe  during  the  end  of  the  meeting 

13  what  people  decide  on  that  issue. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  I  have  been 

15  asked  to  make  one  other  announcement.  We 

16  definitely  use  the  microphone  and  have  arranged 

17  them  so  that  you  can  move  them  around.    So  if  you 

18  are  going  to  speak,  please  speak  clearly  into  the 

19  microphone  so  we  can  get  this  all  recorded. 

20  We  are  now  at  the  RPM  meeting  discussions. 

21  Anyone  who  would  like  who  was  there  can  comment  on 

22  what  transpired. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I'd  like  to 

24  suggest  that  we  postpone  that  item  until  Scott 

25  Miller  is  present.    I  think  he  was  the  only 
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1  community  RAB  member  present,  and  I  think  he  would 

2  probably  appreciate  being  able  to  have  some  input. 

3  He  told  me  he  was  going  to  be  here  tonight. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.    Why  don't 

5  we  move  that  item  until  later  and  we  can  come  back 

6  to  it. 

7  We  are  into  Item  No.  4.    Field  Work 

8  Activities  Report.    I  guess  the  first  item  is  a 

9  report  on  landfill  site  tours. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    This  is  a  report 

11  just  to  let  people  know  what  we  found.    And  when  I 

12  say  "we,"  I  mean,  myself,  Rich  Hiett  of  the  Water 

13  Board,  and  Brian  Ullensvang  of  the  Park  Service. 

14  When  we  went  out  to  Landfill  2  to  sample  -- 

15  and  we  also  took  a  look  at  Landfill  E,  which  is 

16  like  one  little  valley  over,  which  was  called  a 

17  Disturbed  Area  E  and  now  has  the  ballfield  on  top 

18  of  it.    And  Landfill  8  is  just  above  the  Public 

19  Health  Service  Hospital  and  sort  of  downs  I  ope,  if 

20  you  will,  from  Nike. 

21  This  occurred  a  couple  weeks  of  ago  shortly 

22  after  the  rain,  and  we  found  water  coming  out  from 

23  Landfill  2.    Rich  Hiett  took  water  samples  and  also 

24  sediments  samples  and  so  forth.    I  haven't  heard 

25  what  the  results  are.    We  also  took  a  look  at 


11 

1  Landfill  E  where  there  was  like  a  seepage  area 

2  below  the  landfill.    There  was  also  water  that 

3  appeared  --  this  was  right  after  the  rain,  so  it 

4  might  be  flowing.    The  same  also  happened  at 

5  Landfill  E.    There's  apparently  a  wetland 

6  developing  --  not  Landfill  E,  excuse  me.  Landfill 

7  8. 

8  There  had  been  a  lot  of  trees  that  were  cut, 

9  trees  down,  and  this  is  directly  up-gradient.  That 

10  also  had  some  water  up  on  the  surface  and 

11  apparently  ran  quite  well,  particularly  for  all  the 

12  rain.    So  we  felt  that  both  the  Landfill  E  and  the 

13  Landfill  8  areas  probably  would  benefit  from  some 

14  initial  water  sampling  after  a  rain. 

15  Rich  had  decided  to  try  and  design  some  kind 

16  of  sampling  system  for  that  and  sampling  in  a  few 

17  areas.    So  hopefully,  he  will  be  able  to  be  here  -- 

18  maybe  at  the  workshop  date,  I  don't  know  --  and  by 

19  the  next  RAB  meeting;  and  he'll  explain  whether  or 

20  not  he  can  do  that  and  maybe  a  little  bit  of  what 

21  his  rationale  is  and  some  of  the  information  like 

22  that  for  us.    So  that  was  just  what  happened. 

And  I  think  after  that,  the  Army  has  gone  out 
2-v  _.nd  done  some  sampling  on  April  4th.    Maybe  David, 
25  or  whomever,  could  share  with  us  a  little  bit  on 
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1  that  one. 

2  MR.  AUBRY:    I  represent  Dames  & 

3  Moore.    I  designed  a  memo  which  was  developed  in 

4  response  to  Mark's  letter. 

5  We  went  out  specifically  to  Landfill  2  to 

6  look  at  slope  stability  issues  and  issues  related 

7  to  the  runoff. 

8  Mike  Smith,  who  is  the  manager  of  the  RI  for 

9  Dames  &  Moore  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Army, 

10  asked  me  and  several  other  geologists  and 

11  biologists  to  go  out  to  Landfill  2  to  look  at  some 

12  issues  that  were  raised  in  Mark's  letter 

13  specifically,  issues  related  to  slope  stability, 

14  the  landfill  itself  and  the  valley. 

15  The  water  that  was  ponding  in  the  area 

16  immediately  below  the  landfill  looked  like  a  small 

17  wetland  area,  and,  I  guess,  is  also  relative  to  the 

18  number  of  sampling  points  that  are  down-gradient 

19  into  the  landfill.    So  we  did  that  specifically  to 

20  look  at  those  issues. 

21  I  distributed  a  letter  that  went  around  the 

22  table  which  addresses  Mark's  points  one  by  one. 

23  Specifically  --  and  I  won't  go  through  it  in 

24  exhaustive  detail,  but  we  didn't  see  evidence  of 

25  the  slope  instability  that  was  identified.  Maybe 
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1  there  was  some  feature  that  we  didn't  see,  but  we 

2  just  didn't  observe  that.  ; 

3  We  did  note  that  there  is  a  diversion  from 

4  Quarry  Road.    A  runoff  of  the  road  actually  seemed 

5  to  divert  water  immediately  onto  the  lower  part  of 

6  the  former  Landfill  E.    It  does  seem  washed  out, 

1 

7  portions  of  that  landfill.    It  would  be  easy  to 

8  divert  that  water  elsewhere. 

9  So  if  there's  a  head  scarp  it  wasn't  something 

10  that  we  observed. 

11  There  did  seem  to  be  a  smaller  area  where 

12  there  was  water  below  the  landfill  that  was  coming 

13  out  of  the  creek  bed  and  formed  a  very  small 

14  wetland  area.    Whether  it  can  be  classified  as  a 

15  wetland  is  not  completely  clear.    That  is  something 

16  that  could  be  addressed  during  redesigned  activityj 

17  and  evaluating  the  soil.    But  it  doesn't  seem  large 

18  enough  to  support  amphibian  habitat,  or  that  it  is 

19  a  large  wetland  area. 

20  There  is,  as  Mark  noted  in  his  letter, 

21  significant  runoff  that's  coming  out  of  the 

22  valley.    Most  of  the  runoff  in  the  picnic  area 

23  seemed  to  be  coming  from  the  spring,  and  I  think 

24  that  runoff,  some  of  it,  is  probably  coming  from 

25  that  culvert  from  Quarry  Road.    Some  of  it  is  just 


14 


TinyTran 


1  from  rain,  and  there  may  be  other  spring  areas 

2  within  the  valley.    It  is  not  clear  to  me  that 

3  that's  of  concern.    I  think  they  will  be  addressed 

4  by  the  sampling  that  was  done  last  week  of  the 

5  water  in  that  well  area,  and  those  results  are 

6  still  pending. 

7  I  guess  those  are  the  main  responses.  One 

8  final  issue  was  the  locations  of  additional  wells. 

9  The  wells  that  were  put  in  are  sited  at  the 

10  direction  of  the  Park  Service.    We  went  out  there 

11  and  looked  at  access,  and  we  looked  at  sensitive 

12  habitats  and  areas  where  wells  were  installed.  It 

13  is  pretty  much  where  we  were  able  to  put  them,  and 

14  those  locations  were  put  in  with  the  Regional 

15  Board.    It  is  extremely  dense  vegetation  in  there 

16  with  the  ground  cover  and  with  eucalyptus,  and  so 

17  the  ability  to  put  in  other  wells  or  bores  is 

18  extremely  limited. 

19  That's  more  or  less  it.    Are  there  any 

20  questions? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  have  one.  Did 

22  you  notice  the  drum  and  the  other  metallic  debris 

23  that  came  down  quite  a  bit? 

24  MR.  AUBRY:    Based  on  my  reading  of 

25  the  maps  of  the  landfill  area,  that  debris  is 
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1  probably  within  10  or  20  feet  of  what  I  thought  was 

2  the  edge  of  the  landfill.    And  as  I  understand  it, 

3  the  landfill  wasn't  a  covered  landfill  so  that 

4  minor  debris  has  maybe  washed  out  or  been 

5  dislodged.    It  doesn't  seem  unusual.    That  also 

6  seemed  like  something  that  would  be  addressed  in 

7  the  remedy  since  the  plan,  as  I  understand  it,  is 

8  to  remove  three  feet  and  replace  it  with  three  feet 

9  of  clean  fill. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  don't  see  how 

11  that's  going  to  keep  large  broken  glass  or  other 

12  types  of  debris  --  and  that  was  outside  the 

13  landfill  area,  too.    But  I  don't  see  how  removing 

14  three  feet  of  fill  is  going  to  keep  any  large 

15  pieces  of  debris  out,  so  perhaps  you  could  explain 

16  how  that  could  do  that. 

17  MR.  AUBRY:    I  guess  I  didn't  see  the 

18  huge  debris.    All  I  noticed  was  that  drum,  a  large 

19  piece  of  metal  container  and  a  few  scattered  pieces 

20  of  porcelain. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  didn't  see  the 

22  porcelain;  I  just  saw  the  glass. 

23  MR.  AUBRY:    The  point  of  covering  the 

24  landfill  will  be  to  contain  those  materials.  I 

25  personally  think  those  materials  have  been  washed 
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1  out  by  the  diversion  of  the  culvert.    Much  of  the 

2  debris  that  I  saw  seemed  to  be  constrained, 

3  down-gradient  of  that  washed-out  area. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Did  you  poke 

5  around  all  the  vegetation? 

6  MR.  AUBRY:    Well,  again,  that  is  the 

7  landfill  itself. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    No,  there  was  a 

9  lot  of  vegetation  in  the  spring  bed  that  we  sort  of 

10  had  to  move  out  of  the  way  in  order  to  find  some  of 

11  the  debris.    My  understanding  --  and  that  is  how 

12  the  barrel  and  the  large  metallic  piece  --  they 

13  weren't  obvious  from  just  walking  around.    You  had 

14  to  actually  move  weeds  and  growth  to  find  them. 

15  MR.  AUBRY:    I  didn't  do  the  kind  of 

16  excavation  that  you're  talking  about. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    The  sample 

18  that  was  taken,  it's  going  to  be  analyzed  for 

19  what? 

20  MR.  AUBRY:    That's  a  good  question, 

21  and  I  don't  have  the  full  analyte  list  with  me. 

22  As  I  understand  it,  it  is  a  sweep  of  metals 

23  and  hydrocarbons. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    And  you  don't 

25  know  when  they're  going  to  be  available? 
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1                       MR.  AUBRY:    I  know  it  was  collected 

1 

to  find  my  notes. 

2  last  week,  so  I  would  think  in  ten  working  days.  I 

2 

We  know  about  that  analyte  and  we  talked 

3  would  assume  that's  a  standard  turnaround. 

3 

about  that;  but  as  far  as  disseminating  that 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Further 

4 

information,  it  is  not  going  to  be  a  problem.  The 

.jest  ions? 

5 

expected  turnaround  time  taken  by  DTSC  and  such. 

6                       BOARDMEHBER  BALL:    Is  there  a 

6 

we're  expecting  two  to  three  weeks  from  today.  And 

7  mechanism  for  Mark,  or  someone  on  the  RAB,  to  get 

7 

as  a  turnaround  time,  the  only  one  we  don't  know 

8  the  results  of  these  analyses? 

8 

about  is  the  Water  Board.    They  might  be  on  a 

9                       MR.  AUBRY:    I  would  assume  that's  the 

9 

different  cycle  in  terms  of  that  turnaround  time  in 

10  plan. 

10 

terms  of  DTSC  and  the  Army. 

11                         BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  was  trying  to 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I  have  a  chain 

12  confirm  that. 

12 

of  custody  from  the  samples  that  were  collected, 

13                      MR.  AUBRY:    They  would  be  made 

13 

for  the  two  water  samples  that  were  collected.  We 

14  available  to  you.    I  don't  know  what  the  mechanism 

14 

had  them  analyzed  for  a  variety  of  metals, 

15  is  because  I'm  not  the  normal  point  of  contact  for 

15 

pesticides,  PCBs,  and  nitrates.    And  I  think  we  did 

16  this  program,  but  perhaps  through  Dave. 

16 

a  field  measurement  of  PAHs  and  specific 

17                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    All  the  results 

17 

conductants.    We  also  collected  a  liquid  sample 

18  from  this  walk-through  by  Mark  and  Army's  responses 

18 

from  the  drum  that  was  analyzed  for  pesticides  and 

19  and  concerns  will  be  addressed  as  per  usual 

19 

PCBs,  semi-volati les,  organic  compounds,  and  then 

20  protocol.    We  actually  talked  about  that  today.  I 

20 

TPH  extractables.    And  there's  a  turnaround  of 

21  was  looking  through  my  notes  here  to  try  and  find 

21 

approximately  three  weeks  to  receive  the  data. 

22  --  we  took  samples  on  the  up-gradient,  we  took 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    So  when  it's 

23  samples  in  the  lower  gradient  and  we  took  samples 

23 

available,  you  will  fax  us? 

24  around  the  drum.    Anybody  else  who  was  at  the  RPM, 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     When  it  is 

25  if  you  recall  that,  please  speak  up.    I  can't  seem 

25 

available,  we'll  fax  it  or  mail  it.    So  you'll  get 

19 

20 

1  it.    And  you've  already  gotten  our  consultant 

1 

people  put  their  down-gradient  wells  a  bit  closer 

2  responses  in  there,  and  our  explanation  or 

2 

to  the  edges  of  their  landfill  than  that,  don't 

3  conclusion.    And  those  results  will  be  provided  to 

3 

they? 

4  you  when  we  get  them. 

4 

MR.  AUBRY:    Normally,  but  normally 

5                         BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     I  just  wanted 

5 

there's  a  eucalyptus  grove. 

6  to  provide  a  note  that  the  flow  of  water  through 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  went  through 

7  the  culvert  --  and  it  is  quite  a  bit. 

7 

this  whole  process  of  trying  to  determine  where  to 

8                      MR.  AUBRY:    It  could  be  coming 

8 

spot  these  monitoring  wells.   And  based  on  the 

9  largely  from  water  that's  contributed  by  that 

9 

resources  that  we  are  trying  to  protect  and 

10  culvert. 

10 

devastation  that  can  occur  when  you're  trying  to 

11                           FACILITATOR  KERN :    Any  other 

11 

put  in  these  monitoring  wells,  we  decided  to  place 

12  questions  or  comments  at  this  point? 

12 

them  where  they  were  located.    So  there  was 

13                       BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Do  you  think 

13 

considerable  evaluation  done  for  ecological 

14  the  existing  wells  would  track  water  samples. 

14 

concerns  and  other  resource  concerns  when  we  went 

15  water  that  is  strained  out  of  the  landfill  down 

15 

to  spot  these  wells. 

16  below? 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  just  wanted  to 

17                       MR.  AUBRY:    Yes,  I  do.    The  wells  are 

17 

clarify  what  I  was  trying  to  say.    I  don't  think 

18  lying  along  the  gradient  pathway  along  there,  so  I 

18 

you  need  to  fax  a  report  to  everyone.    You  can  just 

19  don't  think  that's  a  problem. 

19 

notify  us  that  a  report  is  ready.    And  that  is  what 

20                         BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     How  far  away  are 

20 

I  was  trying  to  get  to. 

21  they  from  the  landfill? 

21 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Shall  we  move 

22                       MR.  AUBRY:    At  least  100  to  150  feet. 

22 

ahead?    The  next  item  is  a  report  on  the  firing 

seems.    But  I  think  it  would  be  extremely 

23 

ranges. 

t    _ifficult  to  get  closer. 

24 

MS.  DeGEORGE:    My  name  is  Lynn 

25                      BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  normally 

25 

DeGeorge,  and  I  am  a  project  chemist  with 
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1  Montgomery/Watson.    And  I  was  the  project  manager 

2  for  the  firing  range  investigation. 

3  There  were  seven  different  locations 

4  designated  as  small-arm  firing  ranges  that  were 

5  investigated  by  Montgomery/Watson  at  the  Presidio 

6  of  San  Francisco  in  March  and  early  April. 

7  The  objective  of  the  report  was  to  conduct 

8  preliminary  assessment  to  research  installation  | 

9  records  and  historic  maps  in  an  effort  to  identify,, 

10  former  ranges  which  may  pose  a  threat  to  human 

11  health  or  the  environment. 

12  An  objective  of  the  report  was  to  assess  the 

13  concentrations  of  alloy,  copper,  lead  and  zinc  in 

14  the  soil,  and  to  delineate  the  horizontal  and 

15  vertical  of  400  parts  per  million  at  these  seven 

16  former  small-arm  firing  ranges. 

17  I  would  like  to  briefly  familiarize  everyoro^ 

18  with  the  steps  that  we  took  to  meet  the  objectives 

19  of  the  project. 

20  The  sampling  and  analysis  performed  is  that 

21  we  did  a  historical  review  of  the  available 

22  records,  and  we  discovered  that  the  ranges  were  37 

23  to  147  years  old.    The  oldest  range  was  in 

24  operation  from  1847  to  1897,  approximately  50 

25  years.    The  youngest  range  that  I'm  talking  about 
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1  this  evening,  the  CHP  Range,  was  in  operation  from 

2  1949  to  1964,  approximately  15  years.    Over  four  of 

3  the  ranges  that  we  investigated  were  over  68  years 

4  old.    This  leads  to  the  next  step  of  the 

5  procedure. 

6  We  really  thought  we  were  going  to  have  a 

7  hard  time  locating  these  ranges  because  of  their 

8  age,  and  there  wasn't  any  visible  signs  of 

9  problems.    And  so  we  used  our  GIS  system  at  the 

10  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  and  combined  it  with  the 

11  GPS  system  to  identify  the  footprint  of  the  first. 

12  We  did  historical  maps,  and  then  the 

13  footprints  were  located  with  the  GPS  system  using 

14  the  GIS  coordinates.    GIS  is  Geographical 

15  Information  System,  and  GPS  is  Geographical 

16  Positioning  System,  and  it  tracks  off  of 

17  satellites.    And  the  good  news  is  that  we  were  well 

18  rewarded  when  we  found  our  first  bullets. 

19  Our  next  step  was  to  identify  the  elemental 

20  component  of  ammunition.    A  typical  round  of 

21  ammunition  includes  a  bullet  of  a  cartridge  case 

22  and  a  system  component  of  a  lead  alloy.  And 

23  sometimes  the  alloy  has  copper  and,  occasionally, 

24  tin.    Many  of  the  jacketed  bullets  used  in 

25  high -velocity  rifle  ranges  are  copper  and  covered 
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1  with  a  thin  layer  composed  of  copper  and  zinc. 

2  Non-military  bullets  are  85  to  98  percent 

3  lead,  and  the  military  bullets  are  90  to  99  percent 

4  made  up  of  a  component  of  lead.    From  this 

5  information,  we  selected  five  elements  to  focus 

6  on.    They  were  antimony,  beryllium,  copper,  lead 

7  and  zinc.    At  that  point  we  knew  that  we  wanted  to 

8  do  some  field  analyses,  so  we  looked  for  some  that 

9  we  could  use  in  the  field  to  determine  that 

10  elemental  concentration.    And  we  selected  the 

11  x-rayed  fluorescent  for  antimony,  beryllium, 

12  copper,  lead  and  zinc,  and  it  is  a  proven  and 

13  acceptable  method  of  concentrating  elements. 

14  At  that  point  we  had  to  select  some  value  for 

15  decision-making  purposes,  and  we  chose  400  parts 

16  per  million  in  the  lead  as  a  level.    In  other 

17  words,  it  was  used  to  determine  whether  we  are  done 

18  with  this  sampling  of  the  location  or  whether  we 

19  should  continue  sampling  at  that  location  to 

20  determine  the  boundaries. 

21  Our  final  step  was  to  identify  a  sampling 

22  approach,  and  we  initially  chose  the  grid  side  of 

23  40  by  40  feet.    The  procedure  for  the  backstop 

24  sampling  was  a  little  bit  more  refined  and  a  little 

25  bit  more  sampling. 
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1  Now,  I  wanted  to  talk  specifically  about  the 

2  CHP  range,  which  is  one  I  was  going  to  talk  about 

3  this  evening.    I  have  given  you  a  couple  of 

4  handouts.    One  is  a  smaller  map,  and  one  is  a 

5  bigger  one  with  four  small  maps. 

6  This  overhead  is  the  pistol  range,  and  it's 

7  situated  south  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge;  that's 

8  right  here.    That's  the  location  of  the  toll  plaza, 

9  and  it's  the  western  edge  of  Battery  East,  which 

10  begins  right  here.    The  range  is  approximately  50 

11  by  60  feet  in  this  area,  and  the  firing  line  is 

12  currently  covered  by  asphalt.    This  whole  area, 

13  from  about  here  on,  is  asphalt. 

14  The  backstop,  which  is  where  you  see  the 

15  majority  of  these  colored  sampling  points  on  the 

16  figure  you  have  in  front  of  you,  that's  densely 

17  covered  with  vegetation.    And  a  majority  of  that 

18  has  a  slope  of  approximately  3  to  1 . 

19  I'd  like  to  take  a   moment  to  point  out  some 

20  of  the  surrounding  firing  ranges.    You  can  see  on 

21  the  topographical  lines  that  there's  a  pretty  sheer 

22  cliff  on  that  end,  and  there  is  quite  a  bit  of 

23  vegetation  that  comes  up  and  goes  over  that.  I 

24  think  it  is  the  purple  line  of  the  sampling 

25  points. 
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1           This  area  here  is  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 

1 

can  see  the  tunnel.    This  figure,  that  colored 

2  District  maintenance  yard,  and  there's  a  pathway. 

2 

portion  identifies  all  the  area  that  we  interpreted 

3  as  you  can  see,  between  the  maintenance  yard  and 

3 

to  be  about  400  parts  per  million.    The  sample 

se  firing  range.    And  this  is  up  above  the  smaller 

4 

depths  in  the  range  from  non-detect,  or  less  than 

<ring  range.    There's  a  small  tunnel;  you  can  see 

5 

50  to  200  parts  per  million,  that  was  for  both 

6  it  is  marked  on  there.    It's  where  it  goes  down 

6 

depths.    However,  the  one  depth,  as  you  would 

7  underneath  the  ground.    And  underneath  it's  made  of 

7 

assume,  did  not  have  concentrations  of  400  parts 

8  brick,  so  there's  soil  on  both  sides  of  that  tunnel 

8 

per  million  gross  in  as  wide  an  area. 

9  or  passageway.    We  assume  the  original  firing  range 

9 

Additional  rounds  of  sampling  resulted  every 

10  was  to  the  left. 

10 

time  the  threshold  was  exceeded  and  as  we  got  down 

11           We  did  a  phased  approach  and  collected  a 

11 

to  the  lower  depths,  as  you  would  suspect.    And  we 

12  total  of  55  samples  at  this  area.    They  were 

12 

really  had  one  problem.    It  was  CHPBR62.  We 

13  analyzed  over  a  nine-day  period,  but  it  was  so 

13 

detected  levels  of  lead  at  three  and  four  feet  in 

14  erratic.    And  we  only  spent  a  total  of  four  days 

14 

that  sample.    And  they  were  as  high  as  800  parts 

15  here  and  collected  all  of  our  data  --  it  was  pretty 

15 

per  million.    I  made  one  note  here  that  slugs  seem 

16  quick  and  fairly  easy. 

16 

to  be  concentrated  in  the  center  of  the  range. 

17           Each  phase  was  expended  and  was  confined  to  £ 

17 

Following  the  sampling,  we  noticed  that  the 

18  the  area  of  concern  using  the  400  parts  per  million 

18 

non-surface  was  elevated,  and  this  prompted  us  to 

19  in  lead.    Initially,  we  reduced  the  grid  size  of  18 

19 

collect  at  more  pathways  above  the  sites;  they  are 

20  by  18  feet,  instead  of  40  by  40  feet.    The  original 

20 

on  your  first  figure. 

21  grid  size  didn't  fit  this  side  too  well,  so  we 

21 

Additional  ambient  samples  were  collected 

22  collected  some  for  samples. 

22 

behind  the  northern  edge  of  the  firing  range.  This 

23           This  is  a  firing  line  in  this  direction  so  we 

23 

is  the  sampling  location  that  we  found  300  parts 

24  fired  into  the  berm  going  this  way.    And  this  is  a 

24 

per  million  concentrations,  and  the  other  CHPSS 

25  topographical  area  of  where  we  are  going,  and  you 

25 

samples  we  collected  here.    We  collected  some 

27 

28 

1  behind  the  firing  line,  some  on  the  other  side  of 

1 

that  area. 

2  the  bunker,  and  then  a  couple  more  along  the 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Does  this  lead 

3  pathway  near  the  CHP  range. 

3 

you  to  ask  additional  questions  as  to  what  the 

4           That's  about  it.    I  just  wanted  to  take  a 

4 

source  of  these  contaminants  are?    And  is  there  a 

5  little  more  time  to  allow  us  to  complete  the  field 

5 

larger  geographic  area  that  you  should  be  sampling 

6  work,  because  the  results  are  available  at  the  end 

6 

as  a  result? 

7  of  the  day  or  early  the  following  morning.  And 

7 

MS.  DeGEORGE:    Well,  we  did  do  some 

8  until  it  was  finalized  this  allowed  more  time  for 

8 

of  those  initial  samplings  because  we  had  a 

9  decision  making  and  investigative  data  for  the 

9 

consistently  high  number  at  0.3  gross.    If  you  look 

10  entire  project,  since  the  project  was  collected  in 

10 

at  that  plume,  that's  why  we  collected  SS01,  02  and 

11  a  three  and  a  week  period. 

11 

03.    And  we  placed  them  along  that  pathway  because 

12                      BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    The  samples  that 

12 

we  suspected  it  could  be  from  automobile  emissions, 

13  you  collected  in  the  Phase  3  --  outside  the  firing 

13 

or  perhaps  bridge  activity  or  construction 

14  range,  and  to  the  north  of  the  firing  range,  south 

14 

activity,  or  old  toll  booths  or  heavy  equipment. 

15  of  the  paved  path  --  did  you  determine  that  those 

15 

As  far  as  the  bridge  maintainance  goes,  I  would 

16  samples  were  bullet  fragments,  or  were  they  some 

16 

guess  that  this  is  a  possibility.    I  wouldn't  want 

17  other  source  material? 

17 

to  point  the  finger  at  anyone  at  this  point,  but 

18                       MS.  DeGEORGE:    The  ambient  samples? 

18 

that  seems  like  that's  a  possible  source  of 

19                         BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:  Yes. 

19 

contamination.    We  did  not  find  it  dispersed  in 

20                       MS.  DeGEORGE:    We  didn't  determine  at 

20 

that  area.    There's  a  lot  of  overgrowth,  and  it's 

21  this  stage  of  the  game  what  the  source  of 

21 

quite  windy  in  that  area,  so  it  is  hard  to  tell. 

22  contamination  was.    But  we  did  not  find  any  bullet 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  was  just 

-agments  at  any  location  other  than  the  immediate 

23 

wondering  if  there's  not  necessarily  any  linkage 

t  .  .  <?nter  of  the  firing  range  that  we  were 

24 

between  the  ambient  sampling,  the  results  of  the 

25  investigating,  initially.    We  did  find  bullets  in 

25 

ambient  sampling  and  the  firing  range  then?    It  was 
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1  serendipitous  that  you  happened  to  make  this 

2  discovery? 

3  MS.  DeGEORGE:    No.    We  suspected 

4  there  was  a  problem.    The  surface  problem  was 

5  something  other  than  the  firing  range.    That's  why 

6  we  collected  those  ambient  samples.    We  suspected 

7  that  the  source  of  the  problem  came  from  somewhere 

8  else. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    What  additional 

10  sampling  or  investigation  do  you  plan  to  do  as  a 

11  result  of  your  findings? 

12  MS.  DeGEORGE:    At  this  point,  we 

13  don't  plan  to  do  any  more  investigative 

14  activities.    The  next  step  is  to  make  some 

15  decisions  as  far  as  what  they're  going  to  do  at  the 

16  site.    And  we  can  make  recommendations  to  the 

17  client,  but  they  would  have  to  decide. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Let  me  try  to  ' 

19  help  out.    The  bottom  line  of  what  we  discovered  at 

20  the  CHP  range  is  that  we  had  a  firing  range,  we 

21  know  there  are  bullets  out  there;  we  know  there  is 

22  contamination  at  the  firing  range.    And  then  we 

23  stepped  out,  away  from  the  firing  range.    We  looked 

24  around  there  and  said,  "We  have  lead  contamination 

25  outside  the  firing  range."   Well,  I  mean,  it's  the 
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1  Presidio.    Is  that  any  big  surprise  to  anybody? 

2  Probably  not. 

3  But  the  source  of  that  contamination  has  not 

4  yet  been  determined.    And  we  have  not  evaluated  a 

5  strategy  on  how  we're  going  to  deal  with  these 

6  areas  outside  the  firing  range  where  we  found 

7  contamination.    Our  first  priority  is  to  deal  with 

8  the  contamination  at  the  range  and  to  remediate 

9  that  contamination.    Then  we'll  go  to  the  next  step 

10  of  looking  outside  the  range  and  try  to  determine 

11  what's  the  source  of  that  contamination  and  deal 

12  with  that  in  a  separate    issue.    But  we  haven't 

13  reached  that  point  where  we  actually  try  to 

14  strategize  on  what  we're  going  to  do  on  these  areas 

15  outside  the  range. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  have  a 

17  couple  of  comments.    First  of  all,  you  have  said 

18  400  parts  per  million  level  as  your  threshold  for 

19  sampling.    We  have  mentioned  in  several  contexts  -- 

20  in  the  RI  report,  the  FPALDR,  and  elsewhere  --  that 

21  it  has  not,  by  any  context,  by  any  agency,  been 

22  determined  that  400  parts  per  million  is  an 

23  acceptable  cleanup  lead  level.    And  the  400  parts 

24  per  million  level,  we  have  heard  many,  many  times, 

25  first  of  all,  has  only  been  documented  for  human 
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1  health  effects.    And  there's  still  a  question, 

2  where,  even  as  we  speak,  the  Water  Board,  for  one 

3  agency,  is  still  analyzing  whether  it  is  an 

4  appropriate  ecological  risk  or  not.    So  to  use  400 

5  parts  per  million  up  front  in  an  investigative 

6  stage  to  determine  sampling  locations  seems  to  be 

7  reversing  the  order  of  how  this  should  be  properly 

8  maintained. 

9  Now,  having  said  that,  and  then  looking  at 

10  the  results  that  you  actually  maintain,  thinking 

11  whether  the  many  sites  have  been  investigated 

12  enough,  I'm  not  commenting  on  whether  enough 

13  samples  were  taken;  I  guess  I'm  asking  whether  the 

14  plume  areas  are  drawn  properly.    In  other  words,  in 

15  terms  of  figuring  out  what  is  wrong  with  the  site 

16  or  what  kind  of  responses  might  go  on  at  the  site. 

17  The  purple  slashes  might  be  drawn  quite  differently 

18  depending  on  the  outcome  of  those  decisions. 

19  So  I'm  concerned  about  --  especially  the  .3 

20  and  one-foot  depths  contours,  the  way  they're 

21  drawn.    Because  there  are  a  number  of  locations 

22  where  we  have  330,  380,  the  200s,  250.    And  those 

23  areas  may  very  well  come  within  range  of  ecological 

24  risk  numbers,  or  even  the  human  health  risks 

25  numbers  range.    That  hasn't  been  decided  as  an 
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1  investigation  number.    I  don't  know  how  many  times 

2  we  need  to  say  it,  but  it's  just  not  appropriate. 

3  Second,  my  other  comment  is  regarding  your 

4  use  of  the  word  "ambient."    There  is  a  big 

5  discussion  going  on  in  the  RI  now,  and  especially 

6  about  how  a  lead  background  value  is  going  to  be 

7  determined,  or  how  ambient  levels  are  going  to  be 

8  determined  or  attributable  to  different  sources. 

9  And,  as  you  just  said,  these  hits  over  here 

10  obviously  indicate  that  something  else  is  going 

11  on.    In  other  words,  I  don't  think  we  should  use 

12  the  word  ambient  to  describe  loosely  anything  that 

13  is  either  naturally  occurring  or  as  a  result  of 

14  auto  exhaust  or  something  not  attributable, 

15  necessarily,  at  the  Presidio. 

16  I  think  the  point  about  the  firing  range  is 

17  --  and  I  think  you  confirmed  that  with  your 

18  discussion  --  you  do  know  where  the  bullets  caused 

19  problems  in  this  area;  that  was  the  purpose  of  the 

20  report.    And  that  the  contours  of  where  the  bullets 

21  caused  the  problem,  like  I  said,  I  think  is  a 

22  matter  to  be  rethought.    And  the  discussion  of  what 

23  is  ambient  or  background  or  not  attributable  to 

24  some  source  is  something  I  think  we  need  to  be 

25  careful  in  discussing  until  this  issue  of  lead 
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1  background  values  is  resolved. 

1 

It  seems,  from  information  I've  been  able  to 

2                       FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  comments? 

2 

dig  up,  that  lead  is  the  biggest  percentage 

3                       BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  was  wondering 

3 

component.    It  should  have  likely  indicated  where 

c  when  you  did  your  sampling  up  by  the  paved  path 

4 

the  problem  was  caused. 

id  you  didn't  find  any  bullets  fragments  or 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay.    One  other 

6  bullets  pieces,  did  you  look  for  anything  like 

6 

question.    On  your  sampling  --  by  the  way,  I  agree 

7  paint  fragments,  or  did  you  notice  anything  like 

7 

with  what  Bob  says  about  defining  your  problem 

8  that  when  you  collected  samples? 

8 

instead  of  stopping  at  what  you  think  is  cleanup 

9                         MS.  DeGEORGE:    Personally,  I  didn't 

9 

level.    But  the  other  question  is,  when  you  sampled 

10  collect  the  samples,  but  the  sampling  did  not 

10 

between  the  firing  line,  where  your  dots  are  and 

11  indicate  they  found  any  paint  chips.    At  this  point 

11 

that  area,  did  you  do  any  kind  of  sampling,  or  any 

12  we  don't  know,  but  we  could  look  back  at  the  notes 

12 

kind  of  visual  inspection  to  see  if  there  was  -- 

13  and  find  out. 

13 

MS.  DeGEORGE:    The  entire  area,  in 

14                      BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay.    I  noticed 

14 

this  whole  area,  is  covered  by  asphalt,  and  some  of 

15  that  --  I'm  assuming  that  if  you  made  the 

15 

the  area  is  grassy.    And  where  it  is  grassy,  we 

16  assumption  that  you  identified  where  all  the  lead 

16 

also  sampled  this  CHPSS01.    CHPSS01  is  sort  of  down 

17  is,  that  you  also  identified  the  distribution  of 

17 

a  cliff,  suspecting  that  if  there  is  a  problem  that 

18  all  the  other  metals  that  you  were  concerned  with? 

18 

we  could  find  it  there,  and  we  didn't  find  any 

19  Or  did  you  sample  for  them  as  well? 

19 

trace  levels  of  lead. 

20                      MS.  DeGEORGE:    When  we  did  detect 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  right  at  the 

21  ambient,  beryllium,  copper  and  zinc,  the  numbers 

21 

moment  you  have  no  evidence  of  what  lies  under  the 

22  seemed  to  be  consistent  across  the  site,  more 

22 

asphalt,  so  you  didn't  take  any  more  samples  under 

23  indicative  of  something  that  would  be  naturally 

23 

the  asphalt  to  determine  whether  you  have  lead 

24  occurring  than  contamination.    So  those  compounds 

24 

there  because  the  configuration  of  your  firing 

25  didn't  indicate  any  problem. 

25 

range  might  have  changed  a  bit  overtime? 
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1                        MR.  LITTLE:    Greg  Little.    I'm  with 

1 

are  these  other  areas  going  to  be? 

2  Montgomery/Watson. 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  entire 

3           As  far  as  the  historic  use  of  this  range. 

3 

firing  range  project  is  recognized  as  a  separate. 

4  there's  records  that  indicate  that  the  range  itself 

4 

operable  unit,  if  you  will.    So  it's  not  part  of 

5  was  paved  when  it  was  used,  and  actually  that 

5 

the  current  RI/FS  Program,  other  than  perhaps  what 

6  little  rectangular  line  you  see  going  across  here 

6 

general  information  was  known  about  those  areas. 

7  is  actually  a  concrete  pad.    And  at  the  time  of  the 

7 

It  could  be  included  in  this  document.    This  is 

8  initial  use,  there  was  a  roof  structure  over  that 

8 

following  a  completely  separate  track  because  these 

9  as  well.    So  actually,  you  could  use  the  range  when 

9 

areas  were  not  identified  until  after  the  initial 

10  it  was  raining.    And  the  range  itself  was  all 

10 

RI  was  established  and  on  its  way.    So  there  will 

11  paved. 

11 

be  a  separate  RI  process,  the  first  component  or 

12           So  we  just  focused  on  runoff  areas,  including 

12 

the  preliminary  assessment-site  investigation. 

13  here,  and  right  up  front,  the  base  of  this  area, 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Because  the 

14  where  it's  wasn't  paved.    This  is  the  exception. 

14 

California  Highway  Patrol  was  the  agency,  or  the 

15  So  with  the  other  ranges,  we  did  use  that 

15 

organization  that  was  the  cause  of  the 

16  approach. 

16 

contamination,  are  you  going  to  treat  this 

17                       BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    This  is  sort 

17 

particular  situation  as  you  would  the  situation 

18  of  a  legal  comment.    I  just  wanted  to  clarify  that 

18 

between  the  Army  and  CalTrans.    And  the  Bridge 

19  the  firing  ranges  and  the  detection  about  the 

19 

District?    Or  is  this  something  that  you  are  going 

20  bullets,  these  are  issues  which  are  going  to  be 

20 

to  face  head-on  and  clean  up? 

21  responded  to  pursuant  to  CERCLA,  right? 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's  a 

22                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  that's 

22 

really  good  question.    Rather  than  confuse  a  lot  of 

-vrrect,  Bob. 

23 

folks  about  different  types  of  areas  that  require 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD :    Since  I  guess 

24 

cleanup,  I  would  just  say  that  the  Army  is  going  to 

25  these  areas  are  not  in  the  Feasibility  Study,  where 

25 

take  the  lead  in  addressing  the  remediation  and 
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1  contamination  at  this  firing  range.  But 

2  reaL-estate  wise,  and  technically  speaking, 

3  actually,  the  CHP  range  is  part  of  a  formerly  used 

4  defense  site  and  is  not  officially  part  of  the 

5  Presidio  in  terms  of  the  Army's  responsibility  for 

6  cleanup,  at  least  under  the  BRAC  Program.  So 

7  rather  than  get  into  all  that,  just  recognize  we 

8  know  there's  contamination  there.    Yes,  CHP  caused 

9  it.    We're  going  to  go  through  those  types  of 

10  situations  to  deal  with  it. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Is  there  a 

12  follow-up  on  this?  1 

13  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  would  just  I 

14  like  to  mention  that  CERCLA  doesn't  care.    The  Army 

15  is  just  as  liable  as  the  CHP,  and  the 

16  responsibility  for  cleanup  is  still  the  Army. 

17  BOARDHEMBER  WALTERS:     I  would  just 

18  like  to  follow  up  on  what  Rob  said  with  regard  to 

19  cleanup,  and  just  in  terms  of  identifying  --  the 

20  DTSC  --  what  the  cleanup  or  threshold  level  will  be 

21  for  that  area,  because  this  needs  to  be  clarified. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Right  now  we 

23  are  in  the  initial  phase  of  the  investigation,  and 

24  there  is  some  disagreement  as  to  what  particular 

25  screening  numbers  to  use.    Because,  I  know 
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1  the  same  approach,  they  should  come  up  with  a 

2  number  that  is  consistent  with  that  process. 

3  There  is  that  disagreement  with  regard  to  the 

4  first  cutoff.    We  wanted  to  use  the  130  instead  of 

5  the  400. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  comments? 

7  All  right.    Thank  you  very  much  for  your  report. 

8  On  to  item  No.  4.C.    Report  on  the  Field 

9  Distribution  System  Removal  Project. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  Removal 

11  Project  is  currently  still  in  the  planning  stages. 

12  We  sent  out  a  draft  document  to  the  RAB  members,  to 

13  some  of  the  regulatory  agencies.    We  received 

14  comments  back  that  we  are  currently  revising.  I 

15  would  anticipate  two  to  three  weeks  for  revisions 

16  to  take  place,  possibly  longer.    And  then  we'll 

17  have  the  document  out  again.    The  removal  itself 

18  will  be  pending  approval  of  our  waste  discharge 

19  permits,  or  whatever  they're  going  to  turn  out  to 

20  be;  I'm  not  sure  at  this  point.    So  we're  probably 

21  looking  at  mid-June  as  a  beginning  date  for  the 

22  removal.    That's  it. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  got  a  copy  of 

24  the  comments  from  the  Park  Service  on  the  work.  I 

25  presume  you're  talking  about  the  workplan  from  IT? 
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1  California  has  a  more  stringent  number.  Currently, 

2  we're  using  130.    This  is  published  in  the  recent 

3  preliminary  remediation,  by  EPA,  and  they 

4  incorporated  California's  number,  which  is  130. 

5  So  there's  going  to  be  a  lot  of  discussion  on 

6  this  issue  because  you  want  to  assert  the  comment, 

7  30  parts  per  million,  as  an  initial  cutoff  for 

8  investigation.    And  the  second  phase  of  it  is  the 

9  cleanup,  which  is  more  specific,  less  generic  than 

10  the  PRG,  where  you  can  see  all  their  site-specific 

11  issues. 

12  And,  I  believe,  for  the  Main  Installation 

13  site,  the  Army  has  done  a  lot  of  modeling  and  risk 

14  assessment,  and,  in  fact,  used  our  lead-spread 

15  model.    And  is  using  that  lead- spread  model  for 

16  incorporating  all  the  pathways  and  receptors  and 

17  all  that. 

18  For  human  health,  they  determined  that  400 

19  would  be  good  enough  for  residential  use  and  840 

20  for  recreational  use. 

21  So  basing  from  those  numbers,  I  think  they 

22  have  a  rationale  for  coming  up  with  a  cleanup 

23  number  using  the  same  approach.    They  might  come  up 

24  with  a  different  number,  because  receptors  and 

25  migration  paths  are  all  different.    But  if  they  use 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Correct. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  think  one  of  the 

3  major  issues  that  was  brought  up  in  that  comment 

4  letter  had  to  do  with  the  issue  of  what  portion  of 

5  the  filter  system  is  going  to  be  removed  and  what 

6  portion  is  going  to  be  abandoned  in  place.    This  is 

7  an  issue  that  went  back  to  the  site  investigation 

8  last  fall,  and  we  commented  on  at  that  time.  But 

9  my  current  take  on  the  Park  Service  is  that  they 

10  take  a  very  strong  line  about  questioning  that  the 

11  entire  fuel  system  be  removed  except  where  the 

12  integrity  of  a  structure  would  be  compromised. 

13  Whereas,  the  current  workplan  says  that  out  of 

14  27,000  linear  feet  of  pipeline,  about  1,000  is 

15  going  to  be  abandoned  in  place.    I  was  wondering  if 

16  you  could  give  us  some  take  on  the  Army's  reaction 

17  or  planned  approach  to  this  issue? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  were  in  the 

19  final  stages  of  preparing  that  draft  document  when 

20  the  National  Park  Service  provided  the  Army  with  a 

21  letter  stating  their  position  requiring  100  percent 

22  removal  with  some  exceptions.     I  believe  we're 

23  going  to  go  forward  with  removal    in  most,  if  not 

24  all,  areas.     I  think  there  will  be  some  concern  in 

25  the  areas  that  we  will  abandon  in  place,  and  we 
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1  have  to  work  that  out  with  the  Park  Service. 

1 

talking  about,  we've  had  several  informal 

2                       BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    What  areas  or 

2 

discussions  with  the  Park  Service  clarifying  this 

3  what  criteria  are  you  going  to  use  for  choosing 

3 

issue  about  what  to  do  about  the  fuel  distribution 

'ur  new  abandon  in  place  from  your  old  abandon  in 

4 

with  regards  to  its  removal  versus  abandonment. 

.ace  ones? 

5 

Although  we  can't  specify  in  feet  right  now,  we 

6                      BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Primarily, 

6 

kind  of  know  just  in  a  descriptive  sense  where 

7  where  they  are  going  to  interfere  with  structures. 

7 

we're  going  to  abandon  in  place,  and  knowing  that 

8                      BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Do  you  have  a 

8 

everything  else  is  going  to  be  taken  out. 

9  sense  of  how  many  feet  are  going  to  remain  in 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Also,  in  our 

10  place,  approximately? 

10 

comment  letter  on  site  investigation,  the  issue  of 

11                         BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I  think  most  of 

11 

areas  that  have  already  been  removed,  they  were 

12  it  will  be  removed. 

12 

removed  quite  a  long  time  ago.    And  they  were 

13                          BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:     I  would  just 

13 

already  covered  by  the  site  investigation.    What  we 

14  like  to  add,  if  you  look  on  these  maps  that  are  on 

14 

asked  at  that  time  was  that  the  site  investigation 

15  the  interior  part  of  the  table,  and  you  look  at  the 

15 

be  expanded,  basically,  to  go  back  out  along  the 

16  blue  line  which  goes  all  throughout  the  Post.  When 

16 

historical  land  to  find  out  whether  there  was  any 

17  it's  going  under  Doyle  Drive  or  101,  that's  going 

17 

contamination  at  that  historical  alignment  that 

18  to  be  abandoned  in  place.    If  it's  going  under 

18 

should  be  addressed  as  a  part  of  this  fuel 

19  Lincoln  Drive,  and  we  have  to  rip  up  50  feet  of 

19 

distribution  workplan.    I  also  think  that  point  was 

20  Lincoln  Drive  to  take  a  pipeline  out,  we  are 

20 

brought  up  by  the  Park  Service  in  their  letter.  I 

21  probably  going  to  abandon  that  in  place.    And  if 

21 

was  wondering  what  your  thoughts  are  about  that 

22  it's  going  under  General  Scott's  house,  or 

22 

problem? 

23  something  like  that,  we're  going  to  leave  that  in 

23 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Actually,  today 

24  place.    That's  basically  the  strategy. 

24 

was  the  first  day  that  I  read  those  comments,  and  I 

25           And  subsequent  to  the  letter  that  Bruce  was 

25 

don't  have  an  answer  for  you.    I  never  read  the 

43 
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1  community-member  comments  on  the  site  investigation 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    To  answer  your 

2  report. 

2 

first  question,  I  believe  the  pipeline  was  flushed 

3                         BOARDMEMBER  JARRET:     I  just  want  to 

3 

prior,  the  pipeline  was  emptied  and  flushed  prior. 

4  follow  up  on  that  area.    The  comments  that  the  Park 

4 

In  terms  of  another  method  of  removing  the 

5  Service  made  about  some  of  the  locations  on  the 

5 

pipeline,  none  that  I  know  of  offhand.    We  are 

6  segment  that  goes  from  the  former  tank  1349  down 

6 

required  to  sample  beneath  the  pipeline  when  we  do 

7  towards  the  Waring  Housing,  which  is  the  south  side 

7 

remove  it.    So  we  need  to  at  least  access  that. 

8  of  the  maps,  that  upper  portion  from  1349  down  to 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    So  the  question 

9  the  top  of  Waring  Housing  is  an  extremely  sensitive 

9 

is,  is  there  any  other  type  of  action  besides 

10  endangered  species  area.    So  although  the  Park  is 

10 

trenching  to  -- 

11  in  favor  of  characterizing  that  alignment  as  much 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     I  mean,  if 

12  as  possible,  there  will  be  limitations  so  as  not  to 

12 

there's  integrity  with  the  pipe  that  you  can't  pull 

13  destroy  the  habitat  restoration  in  that  area.  So 

13 

it  without  trenching  through  all  the  way  to  the 

14  there  will  be  certain  limits.    And  I  want  to  make 

14 

ground  --  you're  saying  you  have  to  sample  the 

15  sure  that  is  clear  up  front. 

15 

ground  underneath.    And  the  other  thought  that 

16                       BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    What's  in  the 

16 

occurred  to  me,  if  you  don't  have  a  product  in  the 

17  pipes  now?    Is  there  a  certain  amount  of  product  in 

17 

site,  could  you  put  some  compounds  in  the  pipe  to 

18  there?    What's  the  characteristic  of  contamination 

18 

make  the  pipe  disintegrate,  or  is  it  made  out  of 

19  in  the  pipes  themselves?    I  would  think  that  would 

19 

iron? 

20  be  an  issue  to  deal  with  in  choosing  how  much  to 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    That  would  be 

21  abandon  and  how  much  to  not  abandon. 

21 

more  like  an  abandonment  technique  where  you  pump 

22           And  second  question  I  have,  is  the  only 

22 

it  full  of  some  material.    And  the  Park  Service  is 

thod  of  removing  these  pipes  trenching?    Is  there 

23 

asking  us  not  to  abandon  in  place;  they  are  asking 

c    ..lother  method  to  pull  pipes  out  without  digging  up 

24 

us  to  remove  it. 

25  every  linear  foot  to  pull  it  out? 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  think  the 
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1  reason  that  that  wouldn't  be  a  good  idea  is  because 

2  I  think  it's  a  good  idea  --  they  have  already  done 

3  enough  sampling  to  know  that  along  the  pipeline 

4  there's  a  lot  of  contaminated  soil  and  possibly 

5  contaminated  groundwater.    And  a  lot  of  the  problem 

6  is  that  field  distribution  system  parallels  where 

7  the  Park  Service  needs  to  put  in  the  new  electrical 

8  distribution  system,  where  the  contractors  were 

9  going  to  put  in  the  electrical  distribution  system, 

10  and  they  can't. 

11  So  the  pipeline  has  to  be  out  so  the  other 

12  contractors  can  go  in  and  put  in  new  utilities. 

13  It's  kind  of  one  of  the  practical  reasons  why  we 

14  really  need  the  pipeline  out. 

15  BOARDMEHBER  JARRET:    It  is  also 

16  significantly  more  cost-effective.    It  is 

17  physically  easy  to  spot.    So  once  they  have  that 

18  trench  open,  then  they  can  continue  to  excavate  the 

19  contaminated  soils  and  bring  those  down  to  low 

20  temperatures. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    How  deep  or 

22  how  wide  would  those  be? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  JARRET:    The  current 

24  proposal  is  to  dig  trenches  approximately  24  inches 

25  wide  by  48  inches  deep.    The  majority  of  that  line 
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1  runs  from  just  below  ground  surface  to  about  four 

2  feet.    That  should  be  sufficient  to  view  the  line 

3  itself.    At  that  point,  the  side  walls  would  be 

4  examined  for  visual  staining.    The  excavation  at 

5  that  point  will  continue  until  we  hit  some  sort  of 

6  physical  barrier,  either  you're  compromising  the 

7  integrity  of  a  building  or  there's  a  utility  in  the 

8  way  or  something  of  that  nature.    And  at  that 

9  point,  you  would  be  able  to  take  samples  to 

10  determine  what  level  of  petroleum  you've  reached 

11  and  decide  whether  that's  an  area  that  deserves 

12  further  treatment. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    First  of  all, 

14  I  just  wanted  to  confirm  that  you  did  get  my 

15  comments. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Yes. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Then  I'd  like 

18  to  discuss  one  of  those  and  see  if  you  have  a 

19  reaction  to  it  yet. 

20  You're  going  to  dig  out  24  inches  by  48 

21  inches.    You  stick  the  dirt  to  the  side  there. 

22  You're  going  to  sample  it  to  determine  whether  it 

23  goes  to  the  LTTD  or  not.    And  under  the  proposal, 

24  as  it  now  reads,  if  it's  above  FPALDR,  it  goes  to 

25  the  LTTD,  or  you  put  it  back  or  you  use  soil  which 
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1  has  a  treatment  level  of  100  parts  per  million. 

2  But  potentially,  soil  that  is  excavated  and  put  on 

3  the  side  there  and  then  reused  could  have  up  to 

4  whatever  is  the  FPALDR.    So  my  understanding  is, 

5  that's  not  permitted. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  think  the 

7  waste  discharge  permit  allows  us  to  place  soil  in 

8  the  ground  and  certain  concentrations  of  100  ppm, 

9  or  whatever  the  number  turns  out  to  be  devised. 

10  That  waste  handling  section  of  the  report  may  not 

11  be  accurate  at  this  point. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  Okay. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Did  I  understand 

14  you  correctly  to  say  that  the  trenching  can  be 

15  reused  or  will  be  reused  for  the  installation  of 

16  underground  utilities? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    In  some  areas. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    So  there's  a 

19  physical  benefit  then  to  having  the  trenching? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Well,  we're 

21  probably  going  to  have  the  trenching  closed  back  up 

22  before  that  happens,  because  the  electrical 

23  distribution  system  --  the  contractor  doesn't  want 

24  to  begin  working  on  that  until  the  fuel 

25  distribution  system  is  out,  and  they  can't  leave 
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1  the  trench  open  as  they  go  along.    And  then  the 

2  electrical  contractor  comes  and  opens  it  up  again. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    From  a  financial 

4  standpoint,  is  there  a  benefit  to  doing  that? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  think  it  would 

6  be  really  wonderful  if  you  could  keep  it  open  and 

7  put  the  utilities  in  there.    But  I  don't  think  it's 

8  possible  from  the  discussions  we've  had  with  the 

9  utility  people. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  JARRET:    One  of  the 

11  things  they're  worried  about  is  that  the  Army  is 

12  progressing  in  their  cleanup  and  they  get  an 

13  archeological  find,  or  something  of  that  nature. 

14  Then  PG&E  would  have  to  demobilize  and  wait  for  the 

15  Army  to  jump  in  and  do  whatever  they  would  need  to 

16  do  and  then  remobilize  the  job.    So  they  requested, 

17  since  the  PG&E  is  doing  the  installation  on  their 

18  nickel,  that  they  be  allowed  to  do  it  this  way  and 

19  not  worry  about  potential  obstacles.    A  significant 

20  portion  of  that  installation  is  being  done  at  PG&E 

21  expense. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  bottom  line 

23  is,  I  think,  is  that  money  is  being  wasted  here. 

24  That's  the  bottom  line  here.    Because  the  Army  is 

25  going  to  trench  this  thing  out  and  we're  going  to 


Page  12 


unt 

I 


49 

1  end  up  covering  back  up  the  trench  and  resurfacing 

2  it  and  all  that  kind  of  stuff,  and  then  some  amour) 

3  of  time  later,  PG&E  is  going  to  come  and  dig  it 

ck  up  when  we  spent  money  to  cover. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  comments? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     The  previous 

7  FDS  report,  it  discussed  other  above-ground  tanks 

8  associated  with  304,  which  is  another  160,000 

9  gallon  tank.    And  it  no  longer  is  in  place.  The 

10  workplan  doesn't  seem  to  talk  about  that  tank,  or 

11  other  above-ground  tanks.    What  are  the  plans? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I'm  not  sure  if 

13  it  specifically  addressed  304.    I  know  it  addresses 

14  tank  970,  which  is  a  400,000  gallon  tank.    And  it's 

15  planned  for  a  demolition.    All  of  that  is  currently 

16  pending  with  regard  to  this  BRAC  issue.    I'm  not 

17  familiar  with  tank  304.    Does  anyone  from  IT  know 

18  about  that? 

19  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    It's  not  part  of 

20  that  scope.    It's  not  in  our  scope. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      I  looked  at 

22  the  site  the  other  day  and  it  is  abandoned,  but  the 

23  concrete  foundation  is  still  there  and  there's 

24  field  contaminated  sand  exposed  at  the  surface. 

25  It's  right  at  the  break  of  the  line  by  the 
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1  cemetery. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  JARRET:    When  we  did  the 

3  site  walk,  we  did  walk  by  that  spot.    There's  a 

4  spot  where  the  Army  had  done  a  removal  action, 

5  maybe  10  or  15  years  ago.    The  tank  had  been 

6  removed  and  there  was  contamination  in  that  area. 

7  And  I  think  there  was  a  plan  to  excavate  that. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Tank  1349 

9  turned  out  to  be  a  pretty  significant  excavation. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  on 

11  this  subject?    I  think  it  would  be  a  good  time  to 

12  give  our  reporter  a  break. 

13  (Recess  taken). 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Next  on  our  agenda 

15  was  an  item  that  Bob  asked  to  be  put  on.  The 

16  lead-base  paint  issue. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    Well,  I  don't 

18  know.    Maybe  I  want  to  ask  Romy  some  questions,  and 

19  also  make  some  comments.    At  our  last  meeting  --  I 

20  don't  know  the  date  --  but  I  think  just  few  days 

21  prior  to  that  meeting,  the  Army  distributed  an 

22  analysis  and  more  widely  distributed  a  legal 

23  analysis  of  the  lead-base  paint  issue.    And  that 

24  legal  analysis,  with  which,  of  course,  I  totally 

25  disagree  with,  is  an  analysis  of  how  the  Army 
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1  thinks  that  CERCLA  does  not  apply  to  these  releases 

2  of  lead- base  paint  at  residential  and 

3  nonresidential  buildings  and  how  the  Army  thinks 

4  that  its  authority  derives  from  other  available 

5  statutes  and  that  it  is  adequately  responding  to 

6  that  statute. 

7  Leaving  aside  my  very  strong  disagreement 

8  with  that  memo  altogether,  there's  another  issue. 

9  That  is,  that  we  have  another  law  that  the  Army  has 

10  to  comply  with,  which  is  the  State  of  California 

11  Hazardous  Substance  and  Contaminants,  which  has 

12  nothing  to  do  with  the  very  lengthy  analysis  that 

13  the  Army  went  through  and  which  is  separately 

14  enforced  and  is  administered  at  Romy's  agency, 

15  which  has  none  of  the  legislative  history,  and  none 

16  of  the      all  of  the  language  the  Army  cited  in  its 

17  memo  about  excuses  or  reasons  for  not  addressing 

18  lead- base  paint. 

19  I  think  the  formal  letter  addressing  this 

20  issue  is  quite  clear,  which  says,  if  you  have  a 

21  release  into  the  environment,  and  it's  not  a 

22  permitted  release,  you  clean  it  up  under  the 

atutes. 

2v  That  state  law  is  not  preempted  in  any  way. 

25  It  is  totally  unique,  and  it  can  be  broader  in 
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1  scope  or  reach  more  issues  in  federal  law.  First 

2  of  all,  I  want  to  make  that  comment. 

3  Secondly  --  and  I  will  make  that  comment  in 

4  writing,  in  my  Feasibility  comments.    But  I  want 

5  Romy  to  talk  about  the  state  enforcement  of  its 

6  own,  what  we  call  California  Superfund,  or 

7  California's  version  of  Superfund,  on  this 

8  problem. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    We  have  alerted 

10  our  office  about  all  the  Army's  response  to  the 

11  lead-base  paint  issue  at  the  Presidio.    There's  a 

12  number  of  disagreements  with  regards  to  how  the 

13  Army  defines  the  source  of  lead- base  paint  and  how 

14  it's  going  to  be  cleaned  up.    I  believe  the  Army  is 

15  amenable  to  address  residential  areas  under  Title  X 

16  of  the  regulation.    But  they're  not  amenable  to  do 

17  further  cleanup  on  nonresidential  buildings,  and  we 

18  disagree  on  that  particular  issue.    DTSC  believes 

19  that  you  have  to  address  and  respond  to  hazardous 

20  levels  of  lead  in  the  environment. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    The  State  of 

22  California,  its  own  hazardous  substance  comments, 

23  is  a  separate  law  that  covers  this  problem  at  both 

24  residential  and  nonresidential  buildings,  and 

25  whether  you're  going  to  use  that  law,  or  how  you're 
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1  going  to  use  that  taw. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    The  Army 

3  requested  also  for  a  specific  case  study  where 

4  California  issued  enforcement  orders  on  sites, 

5  military  facilities;  so  we're  working  on  that. 

6  We're  trying  to  research  sites  where  we  issued  an 

7  enforcement  order  to  do  lead- base  paint  cleanup, 

8  because  we  are  targeting  military  facilities.  So 

9  in  order  to  respond  to  that  accusation,  we  need  to 

10  provide  specific  case  studies  that  were  applied  ir 

11  our  laws. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    Well,  I'm  ver 

13  glad  that  you  said  that's  the  Army's  point  of 

14  view.    And  I  hope  that  we  remember  that  when  it 

15  comes  time  to  select  the  cleanup  levels.  •■ 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  would  just 

17  like  to  add  a  thought  to  that  discussion,  Bob.  And 

18  that  is,  that  while  the  State  and  the  EPA  agencies 

19  are  diligently  preparing  their  responses  to  the 

20  legal  analysis  that's  been  disputed,  I  think  that 

21  there's  a  larger  working  group  that  is  addressing 

22  this  issue  because  of  the  kind  of  overwhelming 

23  impact  that  it  would  have  for  all  of  BRAC,  which  I 

24  think  everybody  is  fairly  well  aware  is  under  some 

25  funding  constraints  or  current-year  or  out-year 
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1  BRAC  activity.    And  locally,  here  in  the  Bay  Area, 

2  I  understand  that,  within  at  least  the  next  couple 

3  of  weeks  or  something,  that  there  is  going  to  be  a 

4  working  group  between  representatives  of  the  Navy, 

5  the  Air  Force  and  Army,  along  with  some  top 

6  representatives  in  DTSC  and  EPA  to  address  this 

7  very  issue. 

8  So  even  though  the  Presidio  has  been  the 

9  trigger  mechanism  for  a  lot  of  this  discussion,  the 

10  fleshing  out  of  this  whole  process  is  still  taking 

11  place  as  we  speak.    And  even  though  at  the  Presidio 

12  we  have  adopted  the  Army  Environmental  Center's 

13  legal  position  on  this,  by  no  means  is  this  the 

14  official  Army  position.    And  depending  on  what 

15  happens  in  the  next  several  weeks,  or  however  long 

16  it  takes,  we  could  see  a  significant  change  in  what 

17  needs  to  happen  here  and  other  military 

18  faci I i ties. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    Even  if  it  was 

20  the  first  place  that  it  happened  and  there  weren't 

21  any  other  examples,  that  wouldn't  mean  that  it 

22  would  necessarily  be  done.    And  I  just  think  that 

23  the  issue  cannot  wait  forever,  because  it  is  a 

24  difficult  problem  and  because    it  might  be  the 

25  first  place  where  the  situation  has  occurred. 
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1  What  I  mean  is  that  the  Presidio  does  have  a 

2  track  to  go  on,  we  are  trying  to  think  about  the 

3  development.    And  it  can't  be  an  issue  that  waits 

4  for  one  year  or  two  years  like  some  of  these  kinds 

5  of  issues  can  wait.    And  all  I'm  saying  is  that 

6  there  is  a  separate  state  law  regardless  that 

7  applies  to  this  case,  and  it's  very  clear. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I'm  a  little 

9  concerned  about  the  discussion  about  the  budget 

10  coming  up  again.    Because  this  year,  as  we  have 

11  seen,  the  numbers  are  up  substantially  from  where 

12  they  were  last  year  in  terms  of  federal  requests. 

13  So  fortunately,  because  last  year  DOD  was  in 

14  violation  of  an  executive  order,  which  required 

15  them  to  request  all  funds  necessary  for  the 

16  program,  apparently  this  year  they  are  paying 

17  attention  to  that  executive  order  and  requesting 

18  more  money.    So  the  question  I  have  is,  how,  in  a 

19  situation  where  DOD  is  in  fact  asking  for  more 

20  money  from  Congress,  why  would  that  necessarily 

21  come  up  now  as  a  budget  cut  issue?   And  why 

22  couldn't  we  look  at  the  full  cost  range  and  make 

23  that  decision  based  on  the  full  cost  of  the  program 

24  complying  with  California  law? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's  a 
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1  good  question.    The  reason  I  brought  up  that  budget 

2  issue  is  that  right  now  we  are  going  to  comply  with 

3  the  Title  X  Regulations  and  characterization  and 

4  address  the  lead-base  paint  contamination  around 

5  residential  structures.    But  we're  not  going  to  do 

6  that  around  any  nonresidential  structures.    And  so 

7  if  we  were  going  to  do  that  at  the  Presidio  --  and 

8  say  some  legislation  was  passed  based  on  DOD 

9  working  with  EPA  and  state  agencies  across  the 

10  country  that  would  require  us  to  address  lead-base 

11  paint  in  soil  around  all  structures  whether  they 

12  are  residential  or  nonresidential  --  that's  a 

13  significant  cost  growth  to  BRAC  cleanup  activities 

14  that  no  one  has  projected,  and  no  one  has  even 

15  begun  to  estimate. 

16  So  that's  why  I  brought  up  that  whole  budget 

17  thing.    I  think  the  normal  things  that  we  go 

18  through,  that's  taking  care  of  that;  that's  been 

19  addressed  individually.    But  this  one  component  is 

20  not  because  there  is  no  decision  on  what  to  do 

21  about  these  nonresidential  areas. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    So  your  point  is 

23  that  these  numbers  we're  getting  back  in  D.C.,  how 

24  the  budget  is  doing,  that  would  not  include 

25  something  on  the  order  of  nonresidential  lead 
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1  abatement? 

1 

going  to  clean  it  up?    Clean  up  those  areas  to 

2                         BOARDHEHBER  WILKINS:  Right. 

2 

the  number  that  has  been  going  around,  like  400 

3                       BOARDHEHBER  BLOOM:    That  would  have 

3 

parts  per  million?    Is  that  what  you  mean  by 

^en  excluded  in  that  question? 

4 

"address"  the  residential  buildings?    Or  when  you 

BOARDHEHBER  WILKINS:    Right.  Because 

5 

say,  "We're  only  going  to  rely  on  the  HUD 

6  no  one  has  really  looked  at  this  as  an    issue  until 

6 

Statutes,"  and  say,  "Well,  we're  addressing  it 

7  it  came  up  here  at  the  Presidio. 

7 

under  HUD." 

8                      BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    And  I'd  like 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  we're 

9  to  comment  on  this  issue,  whether  it's  important  or 

9 

going  to  address  it  under  HUD  because  that's  what 

10  not,  and  whether  DTSC  has  ordered  anybody  to  do 

10 

our  obligation  is  under  BRAC  and  DOD  guidance. 

11  this  before.    I  don't  think  it's  relevant.  When 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     Well,  what 

12  CERCLA  was  enacted,  everybody  was  appalled  that 

12 

does  that  mean? 

13  there  was  the  kinds  of  problems  that  that  law 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That  means  that 

14  imposed  on  them  between  1980  and  1981.  Everyone 

14 

we're  going  to  have  to  go  through  some 

15  looked  around  and  they  said,  "Oh  my  God,  we  didn't 

15 

characterization  of  the  sites  and  do  some 

16  realize  how  much  cost  it  was  going  to  be."    I  think 

16 

assessment  to  determine  the  risk  involved  with  that 

17  it's  the  same  situation  here. 

17 

type  of  contamination  and  implement  the  appropriate 

18           It's  unfortunate  that  the  lead  is  there.  I 

18 

remedies  to  deal  with  that.    And  all  of  that  is 

19  mean,  I  wish  it  wasn't  there  to  begin  with.  But 

19 

going  to  go  through  the  normal,  very  open  and 

20  the  discovery  of  a  problem  doesn't  mean  that  it 

20 

negotiated  process  that  we're  going  through  with 

21  shouldn't  be  confronted. 

21 

everything.    When  it  goes  through  to  the  BCT  there 

22           My  question  is,  when  you  talked  about  the 

22 

will  be  a  workplan  developed,  and  when  we  actually 

23  residential  buildings,  you  say  "addressed  them," 

23 

go  through  the  remedy  everybody  will  have  a  shot  at 

24  and  I'm  still  uncomfortable  with  that.    I  don't 

24 

it.    So  it's  going  to  go  through  its  own  process. 

25  know  what  that  means.    Does  that  mean  that  you're 

25 

And  that's  going  to  go  on  separate  from  legal 
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1  "discussions  about  implications  or  the  application 

1 

understand,  is  also  not  having  these 

2  of  the  state's  Superfund  law  or  the  EPA's  role  in 

2 

conversations.    So  as  far  as  I'm  aware  right  now, 

3  this  matter,  or  anything  else.    I  mean,  we're 

3 

residential  standards  are  going  to  be  applied,  at 

4  charging  on  with  that  right  now. 

4 

least  in  terms  of  the  investigations  throughout,  in 

5                       BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    When  you  read 

5 

terms  of  cost,  what  it's  going  to  be  to  remedy 

6  the  HUD's  statute  and  compare  it  to  the  kind  of 

6 

those  sites. 

7  remedies  that  are  available  under  the  Superfund 

7 

But  it  would  seem  to  me  that  looking  at  the 

8  law,  it's  not,  to  my  mind,  as  direct  a  process,  or 

8 

total  spectrum  of  what  the  requirements  are,  both 

9  directed  in  terms  of  response  as  the  state's 

9 

from  a  state  and  federal  point  of  view,  it  would  be 

10  Superfund  law  or  federal  CERCLA  are. 

10 

wise  to  figure  out  what  it  would  cost  to  address 

11            So  even  when  the  Army  concedes  that  it's 

11 

the  nonresidential  sites  as  well  as  residential 

12  going  to  address  this  problem  under  HUD,  that  does 

12 

sites  so  we  can  get  a  baseline  to  make  an  informed 

13  not  give  me  a  lot  of  comfort,  because  Title  X  does 

13 

decision  about  this  issue. 

14  not  necessarily  result  in  doing  the  same  thing  in 

14 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  comments? 

15  these  areas  that  you  are  doing  anywhere  else  that 

15 

Well,  we  have  been  joined  by  Scott,  so  perhaps  we 

16  are  on  the  Base.    And  that's  why  states  are 

16 

could  backtrack  a  little  bit  to  the  RPM  meeting. 

17  empowered  to  enact  their  own  laws  and  have  more 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     I  don't  know 

18  strigent  requirements. 

18 

what  you  talked  about  earlier.    The  basic  issues 

19                       BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  think  that 

19 

that  they  were  initially  covering  dealt  with  the 

20  that's  true,  and  I  think  that  is  recognized  at 

20 

issue  of  petroleum  underground  tanks,  the  issue  of 

21  other  facilities.    And  we  have  not  had  a  single 

21 

lead-base  paint,  and  Landfill  2.    And  then  they 

22  conversation  on  that  committee  relative  to  not 

22 

added  a  number  of  other  topics  with  respect  to  the 

mplying  with  residential  standards  at 

23 

nonpetroleum  tanks.    A  process  was  being  set  in 

'c     .^residential  sites  for  the  Hunters  Point  site. 

24 

motion  in  which  the  gist  of  it  is  they  are  going  to 

25           Now,  the  RAB  in  Alameda,  as  far  as  I 

25 

set  up  a  working  group  of  various  entities,  the 
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1  Army  and  related  entities.    And  so  the  regulatory 

2  EPAs,  DTSC  and  others  are  to  draw  up  a  protocol  for 

3  the  identification  and  cleanup  of  releases  from 

4  nonpetroleum  tanks.    And  currently,  there  are 

5  around  six  of  those  tanks  that  have  been  identified 

6  in  that  category,  and  there  may  be  others. 

7  This  work  group,  as  I  understand,  is 

8  developing  a  process  which  would  consist  of  some 

9  kind  of  template  for  identifying  potential 

10  releases,  and  then  kind  of  going  through  a  flow 

11  chart  process  in  terms  of  determining  what  sites 

12  need  different  types  of  remedies  and  implement 

13  various  types  of  remedies  based  on  various  sample 

14  results  and  action  levels  which  were  not  really 

15  discussed  at  this  meeting. 

16  I  understand  a  key  component  will  be  trying 

17  to  develop  presumptive  remedies  dealing  with 

t 

18  potential  releases  from  nonpetroleum  tanks.  I 

19  think  that's  the  gist  of  what  I  got  out  of  that 

20  particular  issue  at  the  RPM  meeting. 

21  Various  remedy  guidances  were  identified. 

22  One  is  the  guidance  provided  by  EPA,  and  the  other 

23  is  the  guidance  provided  by  DTSC.    I  have  a  copy  of 

24  that.    It  kind  of  goes  over  the  various  remedies 

25  that  are  at  issue. 
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1  They  did  talk  about  the  issue  of  lead-base 

2  paint.    There's  going  to  be  a  meeting  on  the  17th 

3  between  various  attorneys  for  the  Army,  National 

4  Park  Service,  EPA  and  DTSC  to  kind  of  go  over, 

5  among  other  things,  that  case  of  ABD  Associated 

6  versus  American  Tobacco,  a  1995  case   that  has  been 

7  cited. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    I  want  to  make 

9  a  request,  and  I  made  the  request  last  time,  that 

10  I'd  like  to  be  on  that  phone  call.    Is  it  a  phone 

11  call  or  a  meeting? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    It  will  be  a 

13  meeting.    And  the  reason  for  a  meeting  is  because 

14  Lieutenant  Colonel  Sherman,  who  wrote  the  legal 

15  opinion,  he's  going  to  be  in  California  on  that  day 

16  and  he  set  up  a  meeting  with  Gavin  McCabe.  And 

17  then  the  other  organizations  thought  it  would  be  a 

18  good  time  to  join  in.    It  would  be  good  if  we  did 

19  go  if  this  really  is  a  meeting  about  arguing  out 

20  the  issue. 

21  Regarding  Landfill  2,  there  was  a  lot 

22  of  discussion  regarding  what  Mark  Youngkin  had 

23  found  regarding  the  Landfill  2  in  his 

24  investigation,  the  walk-through  that  he  and  others 

25  were  involved  with.    And  there  have  been  a  number 
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1  of  subsequent  investigations  or  wa I k-th roughs  by 

2  various  entities.    I  think  the  Regional  Board  had  a 

3  walk- through.  National  Park  Service,  the  Army,  a 

4  couple  of  contractors  walked  through.    There  were 

5  various  issues  that  were  involved  with  the  walk 

6  through.    One  was,  what  are  the  extremities  of  the 

7  landfill? 

8  Two  -- 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  did  have  a 

10  pretty  extensive  report  on  this  before  you 

11  arrived. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Apparently,  just 

13  for  me,  there  was  a  number  of  sampling  results  that 

14  are  coming  out  in  the  next  month  or  so  that  we'll 

15  all  find  out  about. 

16  Then  a  number  of  subsequent  issues  were 

17  discussed  about  chemical  laboratories  that  may  or 

18  may  not  have  been  used  at  the  Presidio,  or  at  least 

19  one  lab  called  NET.    There  was  question  as  to  the 

20  adequacies  of  those  findings  from  that  lab. 

21  There  was  a  discussion  regarding  asbestos. 

22  The  Versar  report  has  been  finalized,  which  is  a 

23  summary  of  --  kind  of  a  preliminary  review  of 

24  asbestos  at  various  buildings  at  the  Presidio.  The 

25  Army  is  now  working  through  its  guidances  to  see 
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1  what  the  next  step  will  be  in  terms  of  what  will  be 

2  abated  and  not  abated. 

3  There  was  a  discussion  of  the  underground 

4  tank  program.    And  then  a  process  similar  to  what  I 

5  discussed  about  nonpetroleum  tanks.    I  think  these 

6  were  petroleum  tanks  that  were  a  part  of  the 

7  underground  program.    I  don't  know  what  the  upshot 

8  of  that  particular  discussion  was.    I'm  not  exactly 

9  sure  what  the  action  item  note  was  that  came  out  of 

10  that  discussion. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  JARRET:    Basically,  we're 

12  just  clarifying  the  process  --  let  me  back  up.  The 

13  program  is  involving  sites  where  petroleum  tanks 

14  were  previously  removed  from  1990  to  1993  by  the 

15  Corps  of  Engineers.    And  now  the  Army  is  going  back 

16  and  doing  site  characterization  at  those  sites.  So 

17  the  Park  Service  wanted  clarification  on  the 

18  process  by  which  the  investigative  results  from 

19  this  program  would  be  transferred  to  the  Basewide 

20  Corrective  Action  Plan  process  and  the  protocol 

21  that  they  have  for  the  Corrective  Action  Plan  at 

22  various  sites.    And  I  think  we  clarified  pretty 

23  much  what  that  process  is  going  to  be.    And  there 

24  was  a  little  bit  of  discussion  about  which 

25  contractors  were  involved. 
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1                       BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    With  respect  to 

1 

Sheraton  and  whether  there  is  contamination  in  the 

2  RAB  comments,  apparently  the  technical  members  on 

2 

water  samples,  and  apparently  there  was  an  issue  of 

3  the  RABs  had  not  received  comments  that  were 

3 

whether  jet  fuel  was  released  into  -- 

^sponses  to  comments  to  the  community  comments. 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  JARRET:     It  wasn't  jet 

id  they  all  requested,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that 

5 

fuel  released  there;  it  was  a  petroleum  compound 

6  we  all  review  those  comments. 

6 

thought  to  exist  at  that  site.    And  the  original 

7           There  was  an  issue  about  hexavalent  chromium 

7 

analysis  by  the  Navy  Public  Works  characterized 

8  in  terms  of  what  can  be  done  to  characterize  it. 

8 

this  to  be  jet  fuel,  but  subsequent  review  of  the 

9  And  I  think  it  was  --  I  think  the  Park  Service  said 

9 

chromatograph  indicates  that  it's  probably  some 

10  they  wanted  additional  investigation  of  that. 

10 

other  petroleum  product.    There  isn't  a  source  for 

11                         BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  wanted  to 

11 

jet  fuel  that  in  fact  matches  the  standards  that 

12  explore  the  ecological  possibilities.    The  Army's 

12 

are  used  in  laboratories. 

13  response  to  comments  has  been  that  the  hexavalent 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    And  the  last 

14  found  is  an  artifact  of  laboratories'  interferences 

14 

item  is  the  posting  maps.    The  issue  was  clarity. 

15  and  not  representative  to  actual  hexavalent 

15 

and  what  effective  ways  to  get  information  about 

16  chromium  in  the  environment.    We're  not  convinced 

16 

the  site  investigation  that  was  expressed  in  the  RI 

17  that  the  reasons  that  they  set  forth  are  indeed 

17 

report.    Posting  maps  were  an  important  part  of 

18  substantial  enough  to  discredit  the  entire 

18 

that  process,  and  the  issue  was  whether  the  posting 

19  hexavalent  chromium  analyses  and  want  to  explore 

19 

maps  that  the  Army  has  come  up  with  in  terms  of  the 

20  additional  sampling,  or  additional  investigation  to 

20 

follow-up  maps  to  the  last  version  of  the  draft  RI 

21  confirm  or  deny  whether  those  samples  should  be 

21 

are  adequate. 

22  included,  or  whether  additional  methodology  should 

22 

There's  going  to  be  a  circulation  of  the 

23  be  used  for  hexavalent  chromium. 

23 

current  version  of  the  posting  maps  that  are  going 

24                       BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    There's  an 

24 

to  be  proposed  for  the  next  version,  in  some 

25  issue  about  a  particular  manhole  on  Lincoln  and 

25 

instances  maybe  a  final  version.    I  think  what  the 
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1  Army  has  come  up  with  now  are  going  to  be  adequate 

1 

representing  who. 

2  to  describe  the  conditions  found  at  the  site.  And 

2 

So  basically,  the  Organizational  Committee 

3  I  had  asked  at  that  point  if  the  set  of  draft 

3 

has  developed  this  policy  that's  in  our  binder,  and 

4  posting  maps  can  be  provided  to  a  subcommittee  of 

4 

we  would  like  to  recommend  it  for  approval  by  the 

5  the  community  members  of  the  RAB  so  we  can  have  a 

5 

RAB  today. 

6  chance  to  offer  comments  before  final  comments  can 

6 

Basically,  it  has  classified  the  current  RAB 

7  be  provided. 

7 

members  as  either  having  a  chair  or  representing 

8                      BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Did  they  give 

8 

themselves.    And  the  policy  that  we  feel  should  be 

9  you  an  answer? 

9 

adopted  is  that  anyone  who  represents  an 

10                       BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  got  two 

10 

organization  on  the  RAB  can  designate  an  alternate 

11  answers.    Yes  and  no. 

11 

for  their  attendance  at  any  time. 

12                      BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  they'll  be 

12 

For  example,  individuals,  if  they  decide  to, 

13  provided. 

13 

they  should  get  that  alternate  approved  by  the  RAB 

14                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you,  Scott, 

14 

and  we  should  all  agree. 

15  for  that  report.    All  right.    We're  ready  to  move 

15 

For  example,  Ellis  Wallenberg  wants  to  have 

16  on  to  Item  No.  5.    And  there  are  several  items  on 

16 

an  alternate,  we  should  all  say,  "Okay,  that's 

17  here  that  we're  going  to  try  to  cover  in  the 

17 

fine,  Ellis."    But  I  think  the  Organizational 

18  remaining  time  that  we  have.    5. A.,  we  have  the 

18 

Committee  feels  that  the  RAB  should  be  addressing 

19  Alternate  Member  Participation  Policy. 

19 

this.    So  that's  basically  our  recommendation.  And 

20                       BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    I'm  going  to 

20 

if  anyone  would  like  to  comment  on  that,  now  would 

21  talk  about  that.    The  Organizational  Committee  was 

21 

be  a  good  time. 

22  asked  to  look  at  the  alternates  and  develop  a  draft 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:  Our 

I i cy  on  that  subject.    A  lot  of  alternates  are 

23 

organization  doesn't  have  a  chair.    And  I  feel  that 

c    ..art  of  the  mix  these  days,  and  we'd  like  to  get  a 

24 

--  if  you  look  at  the  map,  the  three  neighborhoods 

25  feel  for  who's  who  and  try  to  understand  who  is 

25 

out  there  cover  the  east  and  south  up  to  Arguello 
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1  Boulevard.    And  my  area  is  the  whole  area  west  of 

2  Arguello  Boulevard. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  consider  it 

4  proposed.    And  if  anybody  else  here  feels  that  they 

5  should  have  a  chair,  please  let  us  know  so  that  we 

6  can  all  talk  about  that. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What  will  happen 

8  when  people  propose  to  the  Organizational  Committee 

9  that  they  want  to  have  a  chair?    Would  the 

10  Organizational  Committee  come  to  the  community  RAB 

11  saying,  "is  is  this  acceptable?" 

12  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:  Right. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Would  there  be  a 

14  fact  sheet  or  justification  sheet  or  something? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Well,  I  think 

16  what  the  Organizational  Committee  would  like  to  do 

17  is  look  at  the  issue  and  see  who's  being 

18  represented  on  the  RAB  and  make  a  recommendation. 

19  The  RAB  can  choose  to  go  along  with  our 

20  recommendation  or  not,  but  we  would  like  to  look  at 

21  the  big  picture. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    And  you  would 

23  provide  some  kind  of  basis  of  what  these  are  so  we 

24  can  make  an  informed  decision? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:  Absolutely. 
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1  comes  once  and  a  different  member  comes  another 

2  time  then  you  have  different  people  attending  all 

3  the  time.    They  attend,  but  the  person  who  is 

4  coming  to  the  meeting  is  not  contributing  to  the 

5  group.    So  are  we  enabling  actually  less 

6  participation  by  providing  the  opportunity  for  more 

7  alternates?    I'm  thinking  that  if  maybe  we  should 

8  say  one  alternate  as  opposed  to  multiple 

9  alternates,  or  somehow  get  the  message  out  that  it 

10  should  be  a  limited  group  or  subset  as  opposed  to 

11  rotating  alternates. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:     I  think  that 

13  seems  appropriate. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     I  basically 

15  don't  think  that  there  should  be  any  alternates. 

16  For  what  it's  worth,  I  was  part  of  the  original 

17  selection  committee  and  I  have  had  several  personal 

18  conversations  with  Colonel  Wren.    And  there  was 

19  only  one  thing  that  he  was  adamant  about,  and  that 

20  was  that  the  neighborhoods  immediately  surrounding 

21  the  Presidio  be  represented  on  the  RAB.  And 

22  secondly,  that  people  who  are  on  the  TRC  would 

23  continue  on  the  RAB.    And  there  never  was  any 

24  mention  of  the  Sierra  Club  or  Arc  Ecology,  or  any 

25  other  group  as  having  a  seat  on  the  RAB.  And 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     I'm  kind  of 

2  concerned  about  putting  in  a  layer  of  bureaucracy 

3  and  have  them  pass  some  sort  of  scrutiny  by  the 

4  committee  and  taking  time  to  do  that.    I  was 

5  wondering  how  much  of  a  problem  is  this,  and  are  we 

6  addressing  a  problem  or  are  we  just  dealing  with 

7  something  that  isn't  a  problem  and  trying  to  codify 

8  it  in  some  way?    I  just  don't  see  that  somehow,  the 

9  practicality  of  it.    Can  you  explain  your  thinking 

10  on  that? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  actually  had 

12  quite  a  few  individuals  come  to  me  and  have 

13  discussed  this,  because  they  wanted  to  have  things 

14  clarified  or  have  a  procedure  or  something  explain 

15  it.    It  seems  like  it's  going  its  own  way.  What 

16  was  asked  was  that  the  RAB  decide  how  they  wanted 

17  to  handle  the  issues  of  alternates  and  chairs.  And 

18  that  was  why  Leeann  put  this  together,  so  people 

19  could  discuss  it. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Plus,  the  other 

21  thing  is  we  have  a  pretty  strict  attendance 

22  policy.    Maybe  people  want  to  split  it  out  so  they 

23  can  meet  the  attendance  policy. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    But  that  creates 

25  another  problem,  and  that  is  that  if  one  member 
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1  personally,  I  would  like  to  see  no  alternates 

2  unless  there  was  an  emergency  coming  up  where  a 

3  person  sat  in  to  report  back  what  was  going  on  in  a 

4  meeting. 

5  So  that's  my  take.    I  don't  think  there 

6  should  be  any  alternates. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Our  Arc  and 

8  Sierra  Club  got  the  TRC  to  happen  as  we  did  from 

9  our  position,  to  get  this  RAB  to  happen.    And  so 

10  consistent  with  the  guidance  and  the  Army  and  the 

11  DOD,  implemented  stakeholder  groups  and  ARC  do  have 

12  a  place  at  this  table. 

13  With  regard  to  alternate  issues,  my 

14  organization  has  organized  a  seat  on  basically 

15  almost  every  RAB  in  the  Bay  Area.    While  they  are 

16  allegedly  my  seats,  we  have  put  an  environmental 

17  analyst  on  each  of  those  seats  so  we  could  provide 

18  the  RABs  with  the  best  possible  guidance  and  advice 

19  that  we  can,  and  they  have  a  substantial  impact  on 

20  all  the  RABs.    And  I  can  provide  anybody  with 

21  letters  from  those  community  cochairs. 

22  So,  flexibility  in  terms  of  attendance  is 

23  very,  very  important.    I  do,  however,  agree  with 

24  Harold's  point,  that  you  can't  have  50  members 

25  attending  50  meetings  out  of  the  year.  That 
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1  doesn't  work  well  for  the  RAB  either.    And  so  I 

1 

idea  of  having  an  organization  and  saying,  well, 

2  think  there  should  be  a  preliminary  member  and  a 

2 

this  is  your  member  but  we're  sending  an  alternate 

3  designated  alternate,  and  also  some  responsibility 

3 

for  two  years.    I  just  don't  think  that  makes  any 

i  the  RAB  so  that  people  know  who  is  supposed  to 

4 

sense  at  all. 

there,  know  who  they  have  to  contact,  and  they 

5 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     If  I  could  just 

6  have  a  very,  very  clear  relationship  with  the 

6 

make  a  comment  here.    If  the  policy  that  the 

7  organization  and  understanding,  so  there's  a 

7 

Organizational  Committee  has  brought  to  you  is  not 

8  compelling  reason  within  the  guidance  in  terms  of 

8 

yet  satisfactory,  then  we  can  send  it  back,  but 

9  stakeholder  organizations  to  clearly  fit  the 

9 

let's  not  spend  a  great  amount  of  time.    We  do  have 

10  criteria.    And  in  terms  of  continuing  on  meeting 

10 

several  other  issues.    Let's  just  find  out  what  the 

11  Colonel  Wren's  invocation,  as  it  were,  we  certainly 

11 

sense  of  the  group  is  as  far  as  their  policy.  If 

12  meet  that  as  well. 

12 

you  want  us  to  take  it  back,  we'll  take  it  back. 

13            I  think  the  issue  really  for  us  is  who  are 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  have  just  a 

14  these  alternates?    How  do  we  select  them?    And  how 

14 

couple  of  comments  on  that.    One  is  that  what  we 

15  do  we  make  sure  that  we  have  some  consistency  in 

15 

did  is  we  identified  the  things  that  we  thought 

16  membership  so  the  RAB's  work  can  be  done? 

16 

needed  work.    That  doesn't  mean  that  any  ARC  here 

17                         BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     I  disagree. 

17 

can't  become  a  chair.    It  doesn't  mean  that  we're 

18  somewhat,  with  what  has  just  been  said.    I  don't 

18 

telling  anybody  not  to  designate  an  alternate. 

19  think  Arc  Ecology  or  the  Sierra  Club  are  any  more 

19 

We're  just  putting  a  process  in  place.    And  I  agree 

20  of  a  stakeholder  than  PAR.    I  would  say  PAR  is  more 

20 

with  Doug.    If  you  don't  like  this  process,  I  would 

21  of  a  stakeholder.    And  my  understanding  of  Colonel 

21 

like  to  suggest  that  we  do  make  a  couple  of 

22  Wren  was  that  you  and  Michael  Alexander  would 

22 

changes. 

23  continue,  not  necessarily  with  that  organization. 

23 

It  seems  like  the  idea  of  having  long-term 

24  That  doesn't  mean  things  can't  change.    We  can 

24 

attendance  regarding  the  alternate  that  we  do  have 

25  basically  do  what  we  want.    But  I  just  think  the 

25 

is  important.    And  then  we  probably  should  put  that 
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1  in,  and  then  splitting  out  the  issue  of  the  chair 

1 

you  can  no  longer  attend,  then  you  should  give  your 

2  from  the  issue  of  alternate.    They  are  sort  of 

2 

seat  to  somebody  else  who  can. 

3  interrelated,  but  they  can  also  be  separated  if  you 

3 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  wanted  to  say 

4  look  at  who  has  a  chair  and  who  does  not  have  a 

4 

I  liked  the  community-member  alternate.    But  I  do 

5  chair. 

5 

think  if  there  was  a  selection  process  of 

6           And  then  the  other  issue  can  be  do  we  want 

6 

individual  members,  that  there  should  be  some 

7  community  members  to  assign  their  own  alternates 

7 

additional  thought  about  people  being  able  to 

8  without  RAB  approval? 

8 

appoint  individual  alternates. 

9                         BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:     I  don't  have  a 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     I  just  wanted  to 

10  problem  with  allowing  various  groups  to  have  a 

10 

discuss  the  issue  of  fairness  in  the  last  round  of 

11  chair  on  the  RAB,  groups  that  are  approved  by  the 

11 

reviews.    I  think  my  understanding  was  a  lot  of 

12  RAB  as  appropriate.    And  I  think  there  does  need. 

12 

attention  was  paid  by  everybody  concerning 

13  if  you're  going  to  have  a  designated  person  from 

13 

individual  qualifications  in  the  last  round.  The 

14  that  group,  be  the  primary  person  to  be  here  with  a 

14 

distribution  of  qualifications,  my  understanding 

15  designated  alternate.    I  think  you  do  need  some 

15 

was  that  those  qualifications  were  specific  to  an 

16  sort  of  a  handle  on  who  it  is  and  not  so  much  of  a 

16 

individual.    My  concern  that  those  qualifications 

17  revolving  door. 

17 

that  the  RAB  sought  from  those  individuals  -- 

18           The  only  part  of  the  policy  that  I  really 

18 

preserved  by  that  individual  and/or  that  person's 

19  have  a  problem  with  --  and  that's  the  fourth 

19 

alternate  for  the  purpose  of  providing  the 

20  paragraph,  with  community  member  alternates.  I 

20 

distribution  in  the  whole  selection  process  --  if 

21  don't  think  it's  appropriate  for  individual 

21 

those  distributions  are  ignored  on  a  regular  basis. 

22  community  members  to  have  alternates.    And  people. 

22 

or  whatever,  then  I  think  we  risk  losing  the  whole 

*  least  initially,  came  here  as  an  individual  from 

23 

emphasis  on  this  in  terms  of  all  qualifications. 

c     ,ie  community  because  there  was  an  individual 

24 

And  secondly,  I  think  with  respect  to  the 

25  interest.    If  things  have  changed  in  your  life  and 

25 

time  commitment,  I  think  the  time  commitment  should 
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1  be  as  equally  severe  for  individuals  as  it  is  for 

1 

that     as  far  as  that  qopq    hasn ' t  chana^H 

2  organizations.    If  one  of  the  issues  is  time 

2 

Then  thG  other  thing  he  said  was  that  it  also 

3  commitment  and  the  inability  to  attend  a  meeting 

3 

would  make  sense  to  try  to  i dent i  f y  indi vidua Is 

4  over  the  course  of  the  year,  then  I  think  there 

4 

from  I oca  I  nei  ghborhood  associ  at i ons,  speci  f  i  ca I Ly 

5  should  be  some  opportunity  as  suggested  in 

5 

those  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Presidio  for 

6  Paragraph  4  for  individuals  as  well  as 

6 

participation  on  the  RAB.    And  as  part  of  our 

7  organizational  members,  most  particularly  if  those 

7 

initial  solicitation,  we  tried  to  identify 

8  organizations  created  the  last  round  of  the 

8 

representat i ves  from  those  agenci es •    And  that 1 s 

9  selection  process.    I  would  support  the  process 

9 

the  SDirit  of  what  Colonel  Wren's  am  dance  was  to 

10  that  is  described  in  the  memorandum  here  for  that 

10 

me . 

11  reason,  because  it  seems  to  strike  the  balance 

11 

There  was  no  mention  about  establishing  some 

12  between  the  last  round  of  the  selection  and  the 

12 

type  of  permanency  with  regards  to  civic 

13  opportunity  to  recognize  time  constraints  and 

13 

organizations  and  that  type  of  thing,  because 

14  commitment. 

14 

that 1 s  aoi na  to  aet  into  a  I ot  of  content i on  and 

»■         »                   V  1  1  ly      V  V      Jjv  L       M  1              a      v  w  U      V|       k>  vl  1  ^  Wl  1  1  1  Vl  1      Ql  M 

15                        BOARDMEHBER  WILKINS:    I  just  want  to 

15 

di  scuss i  on  about  why  i  sn 1 1  our  organ i  zat  i  on  a 

16  quickly  clarify  that  Colonel  Wren,  since  his  name 

16 

permanent  part  of  the  RAB,  and  so  on. 

17  has  been  invoked  here  --  and  as  his  manager  of  this 

17 

And  when  you  look  at  RAB  guidance  and 

18  program  at  the  outset,  and  I  was  also  on  the 

18 

ident  i  f v  sneci  f  i c  character i  st  i  cs  and  th i nas  I  i  kp 

i  vjvi  i  w  i  i  j    o  i/^  vi  i  iv    vital  Qw  v  1 1   lowivo    ui  iu    Liiiiiyo     w  i  ^  c 

19  original  selection  committee  with  John  Gerardo  -- 

19 

that,  you're  looking  from  the  community  as  a  whole 

20  and  the  whole  thing  he  was  trying  to  say  way  back 

20 

and  individuals  that  you  might  want  to  have 

21  when  was  that  the  individuals  from  the  public  that 

21 

participate  on  the  RAB,  doesn't  address  those 

22  were  on  the  TRC  should  also  be  highly  considered  to 

22 

organizations;  it  addresses  those  as  far  as 

23  participate  on  the  RAB.    And  that  was  trying  to 

23 

indi vidua  I  people.    And  i  f  they  happen  to  represent 

24  meet  the  spirit  of  the  guidance,  the  DOD  RAB 

24 

an  organization,  that's  all  the  better  because  they 

25  guidance,  that  was  published  at  the  time.  And 

25 

represent  a  mode  of  communication  back  to  a  larger 
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1  group  to  what's  going  on,  and  that  enhances  the 

1 

mot  i  on  on  the  f loor .    Any  further  di  scuss i  on?  The 

2  public  outreach.    That's  the  spirit  and  intent  of 

2 

motion  is  to  send  it  back  to  the  commi ttee      All  in 

1 MV  I  1  VI  1       I  O       W  V      tfWI  IM       ]   V      vUVI\       I  V      L 1  1  V      V  VI  in  II  1    I  I  w  ■           n  V  L  III 

3  the  entire  selection  and  identification  of 

3 

favor  raise  your  hand.    Fifteen  for  sending  it 

4  participation  in  this  Restoration  Advisory  Board. 

4 

back      Four  ODDOsed      So  we  send  that  issue  back  tn 

vu  v  IV  .          1  VVI       W^VACW  .         W  V     Vf  V     OCI  IU     Lliu  L      1  OoUC     Wul,  N  LU 

5           So  even  though  you  community  members  are 

5 

the  committee. 

6  pushing  for  this  idea  of  having  this  permanency 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  STONER"    Could  we  take  a 

7  with  these  chairs,  from  my  perspective,  I  caution 

7 

census  vote  as  to  whether  we  feel  the  commi  ttee 

8  you  on  doing  that,  because  you're  going  to  get 

8 

should  cons i der  i ndi vi dua I s  not  havi ng  cha i rs , 

9  yourselves  into  a  lot  of  trouble  with  various 

9 

which  is  something  that  there's  a  fair  bit  of 

10  groups  when  you  have  one  member  resign  and  you 

10 

consensus  about?    And  that  organizations  should 

11  select  a  new  member  who  represents  an  organization 

11 

have  des  i  gnated  a  I ternates  ~ ~  sorry.    I ndi vi  dua Is 

12  and  then  you  don't  want  to  have  that  organization 

12 

should  not  have  alternates  and  organizations  should 

13  have  a  permanent  position.    So  keep  that  in  mind. 

13 

have  a  des  i  anated  a  L  ternate    but  not  an  ODen 

14                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  suppose  given 

14 

alternate  system*? 

15  the  hour,  and  the  amount  of  time,  I'd  like  to  hear 

15 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  let's  just 

16  either  a  motion,  or  not  hearing  a  motion  on  this 

16 

pose  the  quest i  on  then,  as  you  ment i oned.    I  mean, 

17  particular  issue,  send  it  back  to  the  committee  for 

17 

how  many  people  feel  that  we  ought  to  have 

18  further  work. 

18 

a  L  ternates7    Wei  I     I'm  i ust  t rvi na  to  aet  a  «;pn«;p 

v  \i         i  mu  ^         .         wvwt,      *     ill    J  wO  i      i  i  j  i  i  ly              y  v  I    a  owiiOv 

19                       BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    I  think  we 

19 

here  of  the  issues  that  need  to  ao  back  to  the 

20  should  take  two  votes.    The  first  vote  should  be 

20 

committee.    And  one  of  them  that  has  been  brought 

21  whether  to  allow  the  chairs  at  all.    And  the  second 

21 

UD  is  oraani zat i ons  have  alternates  and  communitv 

vf>*    10    vi  y ui  m  i.u  i  i  vi  10    iiuyc    oi  lci  i  la  vwo    ai  iu   w vim iiui  1 1  i  y 

22  vote,  if  should  we  allow  alternates  at  all.  And 

22 

members  do  not  have  alternates. 

23  once  that's  decided,  we  could  send  it  back  to  the 

23 

So    how  manv  Deoole  want  to  sav  chairs  should 

w  ,      I 1  v  n     imui  tj      vv  VV l V     nul  Ik      v  V     Ou  J      Vllull  o  DllwUlU 

24  committee  for  revision. 

24 

be  available?    And  how  many  people  want  to  say 

25                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.    We  have  a 

25 

chairs  should  not  be  available?    It's  pretty  close. 
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1                       BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  think  David 

1 

that  --  I  move  the  RAB  does  not  allow  the 

2  and  I  said  --  and  concurred  with  what  Colonel 

2 

designation  of  alternates  by  chair  or  individual. 

3  Wren's  guidance  was  in  the  beginning  of  this 

3 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:  Second. 

oject.    And  organizations  don't  hold  a  seat.  If 

4 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Discussion? 

person  is  a  member  of  an  organization  and  goes 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  DOUGAL:     The  issue,  I 

6  back  and  designates  a  seat,  then  -- 

6 

think,  is  one  of  the  most  important  things  to  any 

7                         BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  I  think 

7 

group,  is  that  if  you  want  to  accomplish  anything 

8  that  Colonel  Wren's  guidance,  whatever  it  is,  isn't 

8 

is  to  have  continuous  attendance,  regardless  of 

9  the  end  all  or  be  all  of  the  RAB.    We  have  other 

9 

whether  it's  a  chair  or  alternate.    If  a  chair 

10  organizational  chairs  on  every  other  RAB  in  the 

10 

comes  once  in  order  to  get  information  and 

11  region,  and  the  guidance  is  very,  very  clear  about 

11 

communicate  it  back  to  the  community,  that's  one 

12  looking  at  macro  as  well  as  the  mirco  in  terms  of 

12 

thing.    To  have  a  different  person  come  to  every 

13  RAB  membership.    I  think  that  in  taking  away  the 

13 

meeting,  that's  something  else.    The  most  important 

14  votes  of  people  who  have  chairs,  simply  because 

14 

thing  is  that  participation  is  continuous  from 

15  they  have  chairs,  it  is  fundamentally 

15 

meeting  to  meeting,  so  that  the  flow  isn't  missed. 

16  undemocratic.  | 

16 

Does  that  help  any? 

17          You  have  people  who  have  chairs.    The  f 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  tend  to  agree 

18  individuals  on  this  committee  can  vote  to  say  there 

18 

with  you,  but  you  don't  have  to  sit  at  the  table 

19  ought  to  be  chairs,  and  that's  your  right. 

19 

here  to  get  information.    The  public  sits  here  on  a 

20                         BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     If  there's 

20 

regular  basis,  and  if  you,  as  an  individual,  feel 

21  already  some  other  RABs  that  have  dealt  with  this 

21 

desperate  to  get  information,  you  can  send  somebody 

22  issue,  maybe  we  could  do  some  research  on  that,  and 

22 

to  sit  in  one  of  the  public  chairs  and  report 

23  present  how  they  deal  with  this  issue  and  bring  it 

23 

back.    As  long  as  you  don't  make  a  habit  of  that, 

24  back  to  us. 

24 

your  purpose  is  well  served,  and  the  whole  issue  of 

25                      BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  make  a  motion 

25 

an  alternate  is  really  moot. 
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1                        BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  just  have  a 

1 

that  seat.    I  see  a  lot  of  people  shaking  their 

2  question,  which  is  for  those  people  who  feel  that 

2 

heads,  yes. 

3  organizations  should  have  a  chair.    I  would  like  to 

3 

I  think  if  that's  the  case,  where  chairs  are 

4  know  why  they  think  it's  necessary  for  their 

4 

opened  by  organizational  members,  then  I'm  going  to 

5  organization  to  have  a  chair? 

5 

have  to  vote  to  do  away  with  chairs.    I  personally 

6                       FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  are  really  on 

6 

don't  have  a  problem  having  a  chair  from  an 

7  should  we  have  alternates  or  not? 

7 

organization  on  the  RAB  or  representing  an 

8                      BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Can  we  call  the 

8 

organization  on  the  RAB  as  long  as  the  RAB  screens 

9  question? 

9 

the  organization  and  makes  the  overture  to  the 

10                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  in  favor  of 

10 

organization  or  the  offering  to  have  a  chair 

11  the  motion,  which  is,  we  should  not  have 

11 

available  to  that  organization  and  goes  through  the 

12  alternates,  please  raise  your  hand.  Eleven. 

12 

normal  screening  process  like  everybody  else 

13  Opposed?    Seven.    So  that  motion  would  carry  11  to 

13 

would. 

14  seven. 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Whether  or  not 

15                        BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Then  I'll  make  a 

15 

ARC  has  a  chair  on  this  committee  doesn't 

16  motion  that  the  RAB  does  not  have  chair  seats,  that 

16 

necessarily  mean  that  I  would  not  participate  on 

17  only  individuals  are  on  the  RAB.    Try  that  one. 

17 

the  committee.    But  I  think  the  purpose  of  having 

18                       BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:  Second. 

18 

chairs  is  to  be  able  to  make  a  fair  playing  field 

19                       FACILITATOR  KERN:  Discussion? 

19 

for  organizations,  and  that  not  all  individuals  on 

20                       BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    I  was  talking 

20 

the  RAB  are  the  best  judges  of  that. 

21  to  Jan  here  to  get  some  historical  background.  And 

21 

There  are  numerous  RABs  within  California 

22  it's  my  understanding  that  the  chair  seats  on  the 

22 

where  specific  groups  are  excluded  from 

B  have  been  open  by  the  organization,  more  or 

23 

participating  because  the  RABs  are  not  functioning 

,<jss,  so  if  somebody  leaves  from  the  Sierra  Club, 

24 

properly,  and  because  these  groups  --be  they 

25  then  the  Sierra  Club  could  have  somebody  else  take 

25 

ethnic  groups,  racial  groups,  labor  groups, 
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1  community  groups  --  are  not  represented  simply 

2  because  the  community  simply  does  not  want  to  see 

3  them  be  there.    And  there  is  a  long-standing 

4  direction  in  this  country,  in  this  government,  that 

5  we  set  aside  opportunities  for  particular 

6  organizations  so  that  they  can  have  the  opportunity 

7  to  have  representation  within  a  debate. 

8  My  own  organization  happens  to  be  the  largest 

9  organization  within  California.    We  work  on  more 

10  RABs  than  any  other  organization  outside  of 

11  government.    And  we  put  a  lot  of  energy  into  the 

12  RAB,  which  is  why  we  asked  to  sit  on  the  RAB,  and 

13  why  I'm  arguing  for  that  seat. 

14  I  think,  however,  a  broader  concern  to  me  is 

15  that  the  community  groups  that  border  this 

16  installation,  and  particularly  groups  that  are 

17  represented  here  now,  are  being  given  an 

18  opportunity  to  have  permanent  representation  on 

19  debate  around  this  table.    And  I  think  that  is 

20  fundamentally  what  we  are  voting  for  tonight. 

21  It's  not  whether  Arc  or  the  Sierra  Club  has  a 

22  seat;  it's  whether  or  not  we  think  this  is 

23  reasonable  and  responsible  to  designate  particular 

24  seats  to  organizations  that  serve  particular 

25  interests  and  communities.    And  if  we  can  do  that. 
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1  then  I  think  we  need  to  maintain  the  seat,  the 

2  chair  process.    If  you  don't,  then  do  away  with 

3  that,  and  the  Sierra  Club  will  continue  to 

4  participate. 

5  But  one  day  we  may  disagree  with  a  particular 

6  neighborhood  group,  and  if  they  don't  have  that 

7  chair  they  will  no  longer  be  represented  here.  I 

8  think  if  that  happens,  then  we  are  making  a 

9  distinct  statement  to  our  community  organizations 

10  and  organizations  that  represent  the  relative 

11  stakeholders  of  these  groups. 

12  And  there  are  problems  with  this 

13  representation,  with  the  community.    Just  look 

14  around  the  table.    And  I  think  there  ought  to  be 

15  issues  about  who  ought  to  be  here  and  who  ought  not 

16  be  here  in  terms  of  representation. 

17  BOARDHEMBER  BAXTER:    One  last  thing. 

18  I  don't  think  that  it  was  the  intent  of  my  motion 

19  to  make  any  member  of  an  ARC  that's  here,  or  anyone 

20  from  any  organization,  to  think  that  we're  trying 

21  to  get  rid  of  anyone.    If,  for  instance,  that 

22  organization  wouldn't  have  chairs,  I  don't  think 

23  there's  any  intent  that  means  that  people  who  are 

24  participating  now  are  going  to  change  anything. 

25  I  think  that  what  we  will  simply  do  is  put 
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1  the  people  who  are  participating  as  individual  RAB 

2  members.    That  would  make  the  most  sense.    If  not, 

3  then  we  might  have  to  figure  out  some  process  for 

4  designating  a  chair.    But  I  didn't  want  anybody  to 

5  think  that  the  intent  of  the  motion  was  to  endanger 

6  anybody's  participation  or  place  on  the  RAB. 

7  And,  in  addition,  I  don't  totally  disagree 

8  with  what  Saul  says.    And  I  think  there  are  some 

9  points  that  he  has  that  if  there  is  a  concern, 

10  there  are  alternate  methods  by  which  they  can  be 

11  addressed.    And  if  people  are  concerned  with  the 

12  diversity  or  representation  on  the  RAB,  that 

13  outreach  by  representation  could  be  addressed  as 

14  well. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    What  is  the 

16  status  of  the  chairs  on  the  RAB?    Are  they 

17  permanent  open  chairs  by  the  organization,  or  do 

18  they  hold  the  same  status  as  an  individual 

19  community? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Everyone  that's 

21  on  this  RAB  was  selected  based  on  their  individual 

22  merits. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  we  voted  a 

24  few  months  back,  and  that's  what  I  was  referring 

25  to.    It  was  a  vote  that  said  --  I  think,  Leeann,  do 
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1  you  remember?    It  was  supposed  to  be  put  in  the 

2  Charter  that  the  organization  opened  the  chairs. 

3  So  at  this  point  in  time,  the  current  policy  is 

4  that  the  organization  owns  the  chairs. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  further 

6  discussion?    The  motion  on  the  floor  is  that  there 

7  be  no  organizational  chairs. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    This  sort  of  seems 

9  as  if  the  current  Charter  says  one  thing.    And  so 

10  my  question  is,  are  we  changing  the  Charter  here? 

11  And  if  we  are,  what's  the  voting  criteria?  Because 

12  we  have  something  regarding  majority,  something 

13  like  two- thirds. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    This  would  be  a 

15  two-thirds.    And  I  think  coming  back  to  your 

16  original  comment,  this  was  to  give  a  cochair  an 

17  idea  of  where  people  stood  on  these  issues,  not 

18  necessarily  to  go  to  the  idea  of  changing  the 

19  Charter. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Can  we  table 

21  this?    I  mean  we  spent  the  last  45  minutes  on  this 

22  and  -- 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  understand  that. 
2ft     We're  going  to  follow  through  because  we're  just 
25  going  to  give  the  community  cochair  and  the 
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1  organizational  committee  a  sense  of  where  to  go. 

2  We  are  going  to  finish  --  we  have  got  to  finish 

3  this  issue.    We're  going  to  carry  through  with  the 

te,  and  that's  all  it  means. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     So  we're  not 

6  changing  the  Charter? 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  are  not 

8  changing  the  Charter.    All  right.    Does  everybody 

9  understand  what  we're  doing?    The  motion  on  the 

10  floor  is  that  there  are  no  organizational  chairs. 

11  This  is  guidance  for  the  Organizational  Committee. 

12  All  in  favor,  please  raise  your  hands.  Seven. 

13  Opposed?  Eight. 

14  So  we  spent  that  time  wisely.    And  so  we're 

15  at  the  10:00  hour.    And  I  would  suggest  to  you  that 

16  the  remaining  items  --  the  Comment  Period 

17  Deadlines,  discussion  of  the  risk  levels,  some 

18  draft  letters  and  a  document  --  are  all  issues  that 

19  are,  in  my  view,  worthy  of  not  a  rushed  and 

20  late-hour  discussion. 

21  I  would  propose  that  the  community  cochair 

22  and  myself  and  various  other  people  who  are 

23  interested  will  discuss  with  you  these  various 

24  topics  in  between  the  meetings,  and  hopefully,  put 

25  together  some  sort  of  recommendation  that  we  can 
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1  submit  to  the  Army  in  the  form  of  writing  on  these 

2  various  issues,  given  the  hour.    Any  objections  or 

3  comments  on  those  recommendations? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    This  committee,  in 

5  two  weeks,  is  going  to  be  discussing  the  Waste 

6  Discharge  Requirements.    And  the  Regional  Board  is 

7  going  to  be  publishing  those  on  Friday.  And 

8  there's  going  to  be  a  meeting  once  a  month.  The 

9  Regional  Board  needs  to  consider  those 

10  requirements,  and  they  are  probably  one  of  the  most 

11  significant  issues,  as  far  as  the  UST  activities  on 

12  the  base  are  concerned. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    One  Other  issue 

14  was  that  if  there  was  any  problem  with  having  the 

15  workshop  on  the  24th,  so  can  we  set  it  for  that. 

16  The  committee  meeting  is  on  the  23rd,  and  the 

17  workshop  would  be  on  the  day  following,  the  24th. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right  then, 

19  any  further  discussion?    Without  objection,  meeting 

20  adjourned. 

21  (Meeting  adjourned  at  10:05  p.m.) 

22  -.-o0o--- 
23 

24 
25 


1  REPORTER'S  CERTIFICATE 

2 

3  I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 

4  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 

5  the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 

6  within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 

7  true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 

8  notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 
9 

10 

11  Dated:      At  San  Francisco,  California  this 

12   day  of    1996. 

13 

14 

15   

16  Elizabeth  Valstad 
17 

18 
19 
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21 
22 

25 
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2  PROCEEDINGS 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening  everyone, 

4  and  thank  you  for  being  here.    A  little  bit  of 

5  rearranging  of  tables  because  I  think  we  can  expect 

6  a  few  more  people  to  come  in.    This  is  a  workshop 

7  for  the  Presidio  Restoration  Advisory  Board.  We 

8  had  not  anticipated  it  would  be  recorded,  but  just 

9  so  you  know  this  is  being  recorded,  we're  also 

10  going  to  try  and  take  some  notes  on  some  flip 

11  charts  to  attempt  to  develop  some  themes  or  ideas 

12  that  come  out  from  the  meeting  that,  perhaps,  will 

13  address  a  number  of  concerns  a  number  of  people 

14  have. 

15  The  intended  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  -- 

16  as  you  know,  in  the  process  the  Army  developed  and 

17  submitted  a  remedial  investigation  report  document. 

18  The  community  and  others,  the  regulators  and  park 

19  services  responded  to  that  document  in  the  form  of 

20  comments,  and  then  the  Army  responded  to  those 

21  comments.    And  so,  community  members  asked  for  this 

22  workshop  to  have  a  discussion  around  those 

23  responses  and  all  of  their  various  concerns, 
because  in  writing,  sometimes  you  can  convey  an 

j  issue,  and  then  in  speaking,  perhaps,  we  can  reach 


1  more  of  an  understanding  with  each  other,  face  to 

2  face.    So  that's  the  intended  purpose  for  tonight's 

3  meet  i  ng . 

4  We've  asked  people  to  come  prepared  with 

5  questions  that  they  had  about  particular  issues  of 

6  concern.     I  understand  that  the  Army  has 

7  anticipated,  perhaps,  some  of  our  concerns  and 

8  actually  has  a  couple  of  presentations  tonight. 

9  And  so,  I'd  like  to,  perhaps,  hear  from  David  or 

10  whoever,  about  what  those  items  would  be  and, 

11  perhaps,  how  long  you  anticipate  them  to  go, 

12  because  we're  already  twenty  minutes  into  tonight. 

13  David. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Yeah,  absolutely. 

15  There  are  just  a  few  things  that  are  major  issues 

16  and  concerns  which  was  a  document  reference  in  the 

17  Army's  Responses  to  Comments  which  is  the  same 

18  document  that  we've  been  updating  at  the  previous 

19  RAB  meetings.    The  Army  is  going  to  give  a  brief 

20  update  on  that,  and  then  it's  just  going  to  turn 

21  over  to  open  discussion.    That  should  take  about  15 

22  or  20  minutes. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Is  there  any  objection 

24  or  is  everybody  okay  with  that?    Why  don't  we  just 

25  get  started  and  then,  after  that,  we'll  get  into 
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1  the  question  and  answer/dialogue  period. 

2  BOARDMEHBER  BUCK:    Okay.    I  think  Mike 

3  will  take  us  through  this.    And  basically,  he's 

4  briefly  going  to  go  through  these  bulleted  items 

5  here  that  we  just  passed  out.    And  what  it  is 

6  this  --  also  you  got  a  bigger  handout  with 

7  Resolution  of  Major  Comments  and  Responses  which 

8  sort  of  boils  down  to  what  we've  done,  very 

9  quickly,  in  bullet  form.    We  just  want  to  touch 

10  base  on  these.    David  said  about  15  minutes,  and 

11  then  we'll  just  open  it  up. 

12  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    Okay.    The  small  handout 

13  with  the  first  heading  is  Organics  and  Soils. 

14  We've  done  a  number  of  these  at  previous  meetings 

15  but  these  are  the  major  issues  and  categories  that 

16  we've  identified. 

17  Basically,  we're  doing  some  clarifying  on 

18  the  process  used  on  the  identification  of  COC's  -- 

19  that  is  what  the  first  bullet  is  all  about.    We  had 

20  a  number  of  conflicting  comments  regarding  use  of 

21  ambient  values  of  off-site  sources  in  locations 

22  other  than  the  Presidio,  and  we're  clarifying  that 

23  in  the  next  revision  and  how  we're  using  those 

24  values. 

25  There  was  some  confusion  on  the  ERI  of 


1  as  well.    Various  criteria  are  going  to  be  used  to 

2  select  which  anolytes  will  be  shown  in  posted  form. 

3  First  of  all,  most  inorganics  that  exceed 

4  ambient  values  at  an  individual  site  will  be  posted 

5  "inorganic  soils."    Then,  in  addition  to  that, 

6  selected  COC's  that  drive  risk  and  risk  assessment 

7  either  ecologically  and  human  --  in  some  cases 

8  both  --  the  particular  anolytes  will  be  noted  for 

9  both  soil  and  ground  water,  especially  if  there's 

10  something  to  show  in  relationship  of  that  chemical 

11  in  both  of  those  media.    And  the  posting  maps  will 

12  be  in  the  ERI  report  and  incorporated  into  the 

13  discussion  as  the  regular  series  of  figures  for  the 

14  inception. 

15  Human  Health  and  Risk  Assessment.  Most 

16  of  these  bullets  have  --  most  of  these  items  have 

17  been  covered  in  the  previous  meetings.    One  of  the 

18  things  that  have  changed  there  is  the  use  of 

19  residential  risk  screen  chemical  activity.    It  is 

20  the  third  bullet  on  this  page.    This  is  an  approach 

21  suggested  by  the  EPA,  and  we  have  agreed  to  do  it. 

22  Instead  of  the  residential  risk  scenario  used  as  a 

23  screening  tool  on  sites  where  non- residential  use 

24  is  planned,  this  is  an  approach  suggested  by  the 

25  EPA  to  take  the  maximum  detected  value  of  chemical 
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1  the  definition  and  background  in  the  use  of  those 

2  terms,  and  I 'm  going  to  define  them  better  for  us. 

3  The  Army  has  ambient  values  for  lead  in  four  larger 

4  categories,  and  we'll  be  using  those  the  same  as 

5  other  ambient  values  in  COC's.    And  there's  a 

6  handout  --  there's  a  handout  that  goes  into  some 

7  detail  on  the  revisions  of  some  of  the  ambient 

8  values  we  used  last  time  around  and  the  new  lead 

9  ambient  values  that  we've  developed.  The 

10  hexavalent  chromium  issue  is  still  going  along. 

11  The  EPA  is  going  to  do  some  analysis  in  an  EPA  lab 

12  on  hexavalent  chromium.    We're  going  to  see  if 

13  hexavalent  chromium  exists  at  significant  ground 

14  waters.    DTSC  plans  to  take  another  look  at  a 

15  sample  on  those  and  do  their  own  analysis  in  the 

16  Battery  Howe  Wagner  Building  215,  231,  937  and  fill 

17  the  free  sites. 

18  On  the  next  page,  we're  developing  an 

19  approach  for  selecting  and  developing  posting  maps 

20  to  be  included  in  the  next  RI.    At  this  time,  we're 

21  planning  about  over  300  individual  COC's  at 

22  individual  sites.    So  that's  the  account  of  the 

23  number  of  chemicals  to  be  posted  data  sets  by  site. 

24  Those  300  data  sets  will  be  distributed  in  around 

25  19  study  areas.    We're  planning  to  do  posting  maps 


1  designated  as  a  ratio  corresponding  to  the  PRG  for 

2  that  chemical,  and  then  add  those  results  together 

3  as  a  sort  of  an  unrestricted  use  assessment  risk. 

4  These  other  items  have  been  hit  before  and  haven't 

5  changed,  so  on  the  ecological,  this  is  a  summary  of 

6  what's  in  the  Major  Comments  and  Resolution 

7  document.    And  actually,  in  the  Ecological  Risk 

8  Assessment  nothing  has  changed  since  the  last 

9  distribution  on  this,  so  we'll  take  this  as  a 

10  reference. 

11  Some  other  handouts  that  have  been 

12  distributed  here  are  the  Major  Comments  and 

13  Responses,  and  that's  what  we've  identified  as 

14  major  categories  in  most  of  our  reaching  impact  for 

15  the  revision  of  the  ERI.    And  there's  been  some 

16  minor  revisions  to  this.    The  biggest  revision  to 

17  this  is  the  addition  of  a  posting  map.    The  posting 

18  map  approach  which  has  been  distributed  --  right, 

19  John? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    We  mailed 

21  that  out  last  week,  the  proposal  with  a  copy  of  the 

22  map. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    And  the  heading  of 

24  that  is  "Draft  Positing  Map." 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  posting  map 
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with  ERI  report. 

1  n 
I  u 

TmyTran 

o 
C 

BUAKUritMoLK  bulk:     i  guess  we  WILL 

i 

you're  going  to  ask  a  question  first. 

■z 

O 

highlight  the  major  areas  that  we're  headed  in  the 

<- 

ROflPriMFMRPP   MHK]  AftHflM  ■      nh      vni  i   think'  T 

/ 
*t 

rev l si  on ■ 

■z 

J 

o hrM  i  I  H    o o  U    o    ni  loot  1  An    t  i  net'1) 
SllOUlU    do  K,    d    qUcSLIOll    I  1  1  ot! 

i  guess  wiLti  tnat,  we  re  open  Tor 

/ 

FAPTI  TTATnP   WFPW-      T -f  vni  i  ran  nek  s 
rML.lL!  1  rt  1  Ul\    NCt\N.       1  1     you    L-dl  1    dais,  d 

J 

discussion.    I'm  pretty  sure  that's  on  the  format. 

9 

ni  [Apf  i  ah    4-  n  r«  £>  +■        T     /^on    i  iai  +  a     i  f    ^4rtMn        on/^    tn^^  \//mi 

quest l on  t 1 r  st ,   i  can  wr  i te  i l  uown,  dnu  Kicn  you 

7 
/ 

CACTI  T  T  ft  TOD    V  EDM  -         Ion       A  i  rl    \/ni  i    hi  s»\/«  am/ 

rALiLiiAiUK  i\tKiN .     Jan,  cn  a  you  nave  any 

O 

i**on     I  IA  1             rtAi.irt     tno        r\  r*  +~     r\  +     4~  r\         a;i  Iflctl  AHC  n^Q\/9 

odii  wr  i  ic  uown  Liie  1  es l  ot   liio  quos  1 1  otib ,  oivoy ; 

Q 

O 

comments  to  beg  in  with  that  you  wanted  to  make  i  n 

7 
f 

DUAKOmtmDt  K   PlUNALaMAN  .      UK. ay  .      my   T  1  rst 

o 
y 

general,  or  —  just  go  into  the  discussion? 

0 

quest i on,  I  think,  wou Id  be  the  rati ona I e  beh i nd 

I  u 

DUAKUMcMotK  MUNAbrlAN  .      I   Want   10  spenu  as 

o 
y 

not  samp I i  ng  out  beyond  the  L  owest  potent  i  a  I  c  L  ean 

1 1 

much  time  as  possible  on  the  questions  and  answers, 

1  n 

I  u 

i  ia     1  qi/a|      o  r\    that    \/ai  if^    Ho  +  mi  t  l  rtn    f\  t     \/ai  ir    n  i  t  a  io 

up  l eve i  so  t na t  your  uct i ni li on  ot  your   s i ic  is 

I  c 

T     thi'  nL' 
1     LN  1  IIK.  • 

1 1 

WOlNdUlt:     IOI     dliy    L-  L  Cdl  1    UfJ    level     L 1 1  a  L    111  1  y  1 1  L    Utr    Ul  I  d 

17 
I  3 

earn  ttathd  ^fdki-    nL-av      Co  uoi  I  I  met 

rAL  1  L  1  1  A  1  UK    Mtl\N  ■       UKdy  .       oO    Wc    I  I    J  Ub  I 

1? 

1  c 

site. 

1  L 
I  ^ 

f\       i  «  V*  *•    i  n  t  n    t  h  a    ni  loot  l           cinH    as  n  c  e.i  a.  r*    nan  nn 

go  ngnt  into  tne  question  ana  answer  per iou. 

i  j 

FATTI  1TATDP  IfFRW  •     Uhv  rlnn 1 1  up  mslep  qiitp 

"nUlLl  InlUR    fvC  MM  »       Wliy    UUII    L    WC    IlidNtr    olll  C 

T  h  a  r*  a    *    a    n  a  t  — *     ]  /-v  4-    a  4-     nannl  a    h  ora    f  nni  n  h  t"        Ui  if  nno 

i nere  are  not  a  lot  or  peopLe  nere  tomgnt,  out  one 

1  L 

\  H 

i  ia    h  -,\/Q                  ni  met  i  nn  r  af  l  rina  1  a    ■£  r\r-    nnt    o  amn  1  inn 

Wc    lldvc    llldL    qUtrS  I  1  Of  1            1  d  L  1  OI  Id  L  O    TOI     llUL  odllipillty 

1 A 

to 

mow    t  n    nsnnl  a    t  h  t  a    i  o    +■  a    ^  i  nH    n  t    n  n    srni  mH  thn 

way  to  nanuie  tms  is  to  K.inu  ot  go  aruunu  tne 

I  J 

ocyor  iu : 

taoie  at  least  once  witn  everyc-oay  getting  to  asK 

1  A 
I  O 

DUAKUHtrlDtK   I'lUlMMbnAiM  .             pu  L  L  1  ny   Sor  ceil 

1n 

at    1  ooct    nno   m  ioc ti  nn         Hnoc    that-    c oom    1  i  L'A  a 
d  L     least    UI  Ic    l|Ucb  L  1  Ol  1 .       UUCS     LlldL    bCCill    I  1  NC  d 

1 7 

1         I  c   1"  n  efnn  camn  linn  a1"   ?i  c  i  tp  hp~f  n  rp  t"hp   1  nupQt 

icvcio     lu    cj  tup    odllip L  1  i  iy    dL    a    o  1  IC    LJC  1  Ul  C    LIIC  lUWCOl. 

i  y 

reasonable  approach?    Why  don1 1  we  start  wi th 

to 

poientiai  ciean  up  level  nas  oeen  reacnea,  is  tnat 

lU 

whoever  is  eager  to  begin,  and  then  we'll  just 

1  0 

c I  ear? 

c  I 

proceed  to  the  Left  of  that  person.    Anybody  want 

9n 

rAL.  1  L  1  1  M  1  UK    NtlKIM  .       OOcS    CVcl  yuOUy 

cc 

4-  a     p  +■  i  r  f  O 

to  siartr 

<-  \ 

iir\rJ^r"o,1"amr4    tKa    ni  loot  i  An")       1  oi"  1  c    mal'o    ciir'Ci    T  oof 
UflUcI  SLdriU    lllc    qUcS  L  1  On  *       UCl    b    HldK.C    bUI  C    1  yoL 

<Lj 

DHADnMCMDCD    MDM  A  PU  A  M •       n  a    \/m  i    i  iint    mo    t  n 
BUAKUMtMBtK  MUNAunAN.      DO  yOU   Want   me  tO 

99 

t  h  o  t 

24 

write  it  down? 

23 

B0ARDMEMBER  M0NAGHAN:    Okay.  For 

25 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  guess  it  depends  if 

24 
25 

example  --  we'll  use  lead  as  an  example.     If  you've 
got  about  four  or  five  potential  clean  up  levels 

I 

floating  out  there  when  you're  doing  your 

1 
i 

wnei  cvei    dppiopridLc  LriinNiny  iridi  wdb  piciiy 

•5 
*1 

i  rt\/Af^  t  i  n^f  i  An     l  f     i  ini  i    H       a  Am    t  h  ^  t    \/ai  i    i  iai  i    a)    n  a  nnA 

i nves 1 1 gat l on  1 1  wou l u  seem  uidi  you  wuu lu  y  o  dnu 

9 

C- 

rnr\coi,\/a1'i  vo        A  nH   1"  h  a  t1   uac   hac  i  ra  1  1  v   t  h  p  annrnarh 
LUIlbcl  VdLIVc.       MIIU    LlldL    Wdb    Udb  1  L.d  L  I  y    Lllc    appi  L*au  1 1 

3 

investigate  out  to  the  lowest  potential  one  because 

~z 

D 

that    wo    lie  or!      anH    I    thinL/    up    uopp    nrpf  f  v 
LlldL    Wc    UScU ,    dllU    1     Ll  1  1 1  lis,    Wc    Wclc  picLLy 

/ 
4 

a  1  a  ^  n    i  t  n     1  a\/a  1  r>     o  r»  a  n  I         o  a  +■     i  n     r~  A  A  [✓        ai*ia|    \ /  ni  I        a  n  1  t 

CLean  up  levels  aren  t  set  in  rocK,  ana  you  aon  t 

L 
4 

AAnAoAi/at  i  \/o    in    (~iiip    "fnl  lr\i.)    nn    camn    inn    at  fnrt 
L-OlibCiVdLlVc     III    OUI      IOLLOW    Oil    bdllljJllliy    c  1  1  Ol   L  . 

C 
J 

1  1  v/    L^nni-i    t.ih  a.  n  a    t  h  aw  ill     on^    i  m 

rea 1 i y  Know  wnci  c  nicy  1 1  cnu  up. 

5 

RnARHMFMRFR  MOWAnHAN-     I   think  the  clan 

L 
0 

O  a     |  i  I/a       •(  a  r    AVAmrtl  a        t+    \  /  a  m  1  \/a.    Ant     t  mm 
OO    L  1  NCf    TOI     eAaltip  L  c ,     IT    yOU    Vc    LjO  L     i  1  Uill 

ic   -tpi  lipi1"p  thp  ni  ipet"  i  rin  Hnun   "fnr   n"  n  h  t   nnu  ?inH 

lb     LO    WI    ILc     Lllc    L|UcbllUI!    UUWI  I     I  Ul      I    lyilL    I  IUW  dllU 

7 

f  ho  Pa  1  i  ■f  ftpni  a   n ona p trnont*   r\~f    P  i  ch   a nH   (^artip   1DD  PPM 
Ll  l  c   Lid  l  l  l  ui  n  i  d    u  trLja  i  liiiciil    ui     r  ion    a  i  \\J    uoiiic     i  uu  rni 

7 

1~h.pt  wav  if  up  havp  anv  rnnrp  ni ip*" t i nn^i     T   ran  writp 

LlldL    way     Li     wc    iiq  vc    &  i  i  y    iils^ic    uuco  l  i      io  |     i    l>qi  i    vi  i 

Q 
O 

1          1     anH   \/ni  1 1  \/o    r\/~ii~    Wo^LtipiOI  inn    at-    \f\      anrl  \/riii'\/^ 

Level  diiu  you  vc  yoL  udi-Nyi  uui  iu  di  ju,   auu  you  vc 

8 

o 
y 

got  sonieDouy  eibe  t>ay i ng  too  di ioj  soiiitiuuuy  c l btr 

9 

FATII ITATOR  KFRN-     So  I    iuqt  want  to  sav 

rnlil  Ll  1  n  1              |S.C_  Mi  •         OLJ     I      J  LJo  L     WallL      Lv  OoY 

1  n 
I  U 

saying  1300,  it  seems  like  you'll  go  out  and  sample 

in 

that   haciVal  1  \j     \/riiir*   aneuar   uae   vni  i'pp   nnttinn  in 

LlldL  Udb  lodiiy,   y  uui    di  lbwci    was  you  i  e  uuLLiiiy  111 

1 1 

out  to  the  I owest  one  because  you 1  re  not  rea  L ly 

1 1 
i  i 

4-  K  ca    DPH  1  c    saa'    that    \/ni  i    fa  1  t    that    uac    fnnaa  p\/a  t  l  \/o? 
[lie    r  f\L"    o    dllU    LlldL    yuu    TelL    LlldL    Wdo    LUIlocl  Va  L  1  VC: 

l£ 

certain  where  the  final  clean  up  level  will  be  set. 

1  0 

DnADhMPMRPP    RliPk'-  Vac 
KUAKLT'lCrlDCK   DUL\  .       I  cb  . 

1  ~Z 

Does  that  make  my  question  clear,  John,  on  that? 

1  j 

DUHJ\Urir.l*IDLt\    WUI\N.       MOlUdliy,     I     UUI  1  L 

1  / 

nnADHMEMQCD    DIIPW*        T     ■hhif-iU    tha    ratinnal  a 

buAKUMtribtK  duln.     i  tninK  tne  rationale 

Uaau        T'm  nnt    euro    T    i  mHp  ret  anH   thn   "fnrrnst  thst 
In  l  lUW  ■       1    III   riOL    SUIc    1    UllUclbLdllU    Lllc    1  U 1  Ilia  L  LlldL 

1  ^ 

we  useu        we  naoj  u  i  souss  i  01  is  wm  ei  i  v<c  set  up  intr 

v/ni  ii  ro  i  ic  i  nn       MavHip  th  i  q    ic   thp  urnnfi   ti  mp  fnr  rnp 
yuu   ic   ublliy.      nay  uc    Liiib    i  o    liic   hi  ui  iy    liiiic    i  ui  inc 

I  o 

follow  on  sampling  program  to  go  out  in  the  field 

1 A 
l  o 

t  a    onQ^L"       hvi  it    t  h  o  r  o    iiae    an    anroomont    hoti.ioon    —  T'm 
tO    bpealv,    UU  L    LIlcI  c    Wdb    dn    dyl  cclllcilL    UcLWccIl            I  111 

17 

diiu    Wc            1     LlllflN    Wc    UbCU    Lilt:    icaU,    da    dll  trAdllipLc. 

17 

hpei  fant   tn  cnan  il  atp  fnr  DT9r     hut   iic.p  of  thp 

IIColLailL      LU     opCL-U  L  □  LC      IUI       U  1  Ob  (      ULJ  L     UoC     VI       L 1 

I  O 

Ma      aaitIaI  AA1      f  An      7f|fl          AAf  1  IA  1    1  \f          fk^^  1  A                       «i  aI/              1  Ia 

we  sampiea  tot  ouu,  actually,  tnat's  tne  pick,  we 

DDA  I  c    i  iai  1 1  a]    Ua    onnrnnrintei    fnr     1  i  l^o    a    nit  nff 
rKu    b    WUULU    uc    dppiupi   Idle    IUI      IIK.C    a    L-UL  Ull 

iy 

felt  that  was  adequate ly  cons er vat i ve,  and  as  a 

10 

c^mn  inn 

bdinp  l  i  ny . 

cU 

result,  when  you  go  out  there,  you  don't  know  what 

9n 

RDADriMPMRPP   RMPk'-  Ypc 
DUMKUt'lCrltSCK    DULK.        I  cb. 

91 

the  results  are.    In  fact,  we  did  actually  get 

91 

RnAPHMFMRFP  UflPlf  ■      Qn   T    nnpQQ  what  Inhn 

dUMKOI'ICI'IDC  K    WUI\\  •       oU    1     yuCbb    WlldL  UUIIII 

99 
CC. 

results  lower  than  the  300  to  define  the  extent  of 

99 

Iiiet    Hocrri  KoH           tha   uav   FPf^    I  mrfp  r  c  t  anHc    that  use 
J  Ub  L    UcbUI   i  UcU            Lllc    Wdy    CrLi    UIlUcI  bLdllUb    LlldL  Wdb 

the  lead  ~~  the  presence  of  lead  there.  And 

a>    DDfl    hiac&H    nn    hi  iman    hoa  1  th           T     rlnn '  t    L'nAU  T 
d    rKb    UdbcU    Ull    riUllldll    llcdLLII.        1     UUI  1     L    M  IUW.  1 

consequently,  we  tried  to  do  that  but  what  we 

24 

can't  read  your  mind.     Is  that  eco  and 

25 

thought  was  appropriate  was  to  plug  in  PRC's 

25 

B0ARDMEMBER  M0NAGHAN:         and  water. 
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BOARDMEMBER  WORK-     I   think  that  we'll 

OUnl\l>l  IUI  1  t)l_l\    r*UI\N  a         1      L  1  1  1  1  IN     Llla  L     WC     I  I 

rnncpruanru  pvon  hoi  nu   thp   thp<achnlH    I  pvp  I    that  uas 
L-ui  lot;  1  Vat  lu  y    cvcll   Ufc;  LUW    Lilt;    L 1 1 1  col  IU  IU    level     LI  1  a  L  nab 
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havp  to.  t  a  I  V  ahm  il"  that  nn  a  ci  t  p-  hv-  c  i  t  p  hac  i  c 

IIQVC      IU     CO  I  fv     uuuU  L      LlluL     Ul  1     u     O  1  L  C     U  Y     O  1  L  C     Uaj  t  o  • 
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ri  i  p  V  pH  nf'f   —  —   appi  inn  1 1  a  t  i  vp  "f  rpm  ipnru  c  nnt  c   if   t  h  ov 
[j  i  u  iLtru  u  i  i          ctL-uuiiiu  lau  vc   ii  cLjUci  il.  y  olju  Lo    il  Liicy 
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hilt   thppp  U3C  a  oppipppI    anrppmpnt   that"   thp  PPH'c 

UUl     LIIC1  C    nao    CI    yCl  ICI  a  I     ayi  CCIIICHl     Llldl     LIIC    r  l\U  O 

3 

Wcl c    aval IdUlc. 
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uni  1 1  H  hp  0.1  ip   mil  Hp  1  i  np   *f  np   hnu   -far   up   urn  1 1  H   c  amr\  1  a 
wuuiu         uui    yu  iuci  nic    i  ui    nuw    idi    wc  wuuiu  odiiiuic 

/ 

DUHKUMLrlDLK   KLlNnAKU.      OO   On  L-riSSy 

5 

m  it   *f  pom  thp  em  irrp 

V«J  t      II  Ulll     LIIC    OUUI  L*C  * 

5 

r  i  ciUj   uu  y  uu  uuris>  luci    au   or   irissy   r  iciu  to  os 

6 

FACILITATOR  KERN-     Okav      Should  we  ao  to 

■  nw  »  u  i  i  n  i  wi\    i\i»f\ii  ■       u i\a  y  .       jiiuuiu    wc    yu    l,  u 

5 

f i 1 1    nr  narf  nf  it? 
IILLUI     yja  \  L    u  1  IL: 

7 

the  left'  Bob 

L  1  1  ^      li  ^  1    L  •  DVWi 

7 

RDARDMFMRFR   Ri  irit'  -      Tt  HpnpnH^   nn  thp 
Duni\^ritnocn   bulk  ■      i  i   ucfjci  iuo   ui  i  liic 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD-     That's  me  well 

8 

1  ithnlnnv  nn  thp  aptiial    hnp inn        Qn   in  nthpp  unpHc 
LiLiiuiuyy   vi  i   liic  au  iud  i   uu  i  1 1  ly  .      ou    iii  uliici    wui  uo  ( 

9 

I 'm  Just  trying  to  read  over  the  handout,  and  I  was 

9 

it'*?  nrnhah  1  v  all    nf   thp  ahnvp   in  rprtain  racpc 
i  l    o    pi  u  ua  u  l  y    ai  i    ui     liic    a  uu  vc    ill    lci  Lain  uaoco> 

10 

1  nnk  i  nn  at  thp  t ahl p       Pan  vni  i  nni  nt  mp  - -  en  uh  a  t 
iuun  1 1  ly  oi    liic   i  au  iCi      i>d(  i  y  uu  uu  mil  wc         ou  wi  i  d  l 

10 

Uh  at   up  Hn    ic   up  papofiillv/    1  nnU   at    tho   hr>  rinn    1  adc 
Wl  la  L    Wc   UU    lo    Wc   Lai  Cl  UI  ly    L  UulL   a  L    Lilt    UUI  1  1  iy    I  Uy  o 

11 

a  re  the  nPonoQpH  1 pvp 1  q.  f op  amhi pnt  1  pad? 

UlW      LI  IC     LSI   Vk'L'O^U      I  V  f  V-  V  O       1  U  1        Ul  1  IU  1  Cl  1  L       V  C  M  U  > 

11 

tn  cpp  uhat   ^inH  nf    1 ithnl nnv  uac    in  that  intppval 
Lu    o  ee    wi  I  a  L    KlflLJ    UI     1  1  tliuiuyy    Wao     III    LilaL     IIILcl  Val  ■ 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK-     Okav      Are  vou  on 

12 

^n   if  vni  I  cot  an  pit  amn  Ip  at   thp  enpfapp   it  minht  hp 
ii    you   ocl   oil   cAaiiiL/ ic   dl    liic   oUl  lauc    IL   llliyilL  Uc 

13 

Table  1? 

13 

■fill    anH  hp Inu  it  inioht  hp  rn  1  ma     ac  an  pvamn  1  p 

■  ILL    ul  IU    UC  LUW     IL    III  i  y  11  L    UC    L-  u  I  ilia  f     ao    all  CAalllULC. 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I'm  looking  at 

14 

ROARDMFMRFR  RFTNHARD-     Pan  vnu  ancupr  mp9 

L>vnl\l/I  ILI  iDLI\    IXLllllInlM^  ■        Lul  1     y  UU    dl  lOnCl      II  It—  : 

15 

ppnpc  "*t     and  A 
royca  J|    di  iu  *t  ■ 

15 

fl  i  \/a    rno    that'    c;  amo    ancuor             Tiiot"    arm  la  i  nf  i  nn    a  1  i~inn 
HI  Vc   lllc    LilaL    oalllc   al  lowcl     Uy    J  Uo  L    aL-L|Ud  1  ( 1  L  1 1  iy    a  I  Uliy 

16 

ROARDMFMRFR   RUntf-      Hn   tn   Paop  L        T  thinlr 
DUMMJI'IlI'IDCK    DULN  ■       UU    L  U    "aye    *+  .        1  LIllIlN 

1 A 
I  o 

the  shoreline,  here. 

17 

that'Q  thp  paq i pet  uav  tn  c.t imma r i ?p  ci  jpp i nrt  1  v 

l  1 1  a  l    w    Liic   cao i co  l    nay     lu    ouiiuiia  i   i  tc    oul-l-  i  i  iv  l  l  • 

17 

ROARnMFMRFR   RMPk'"      L/pI  1      T'H  litppallv 

DUMI\UI'lL.rlOCI\    DUufi  ■        WCl  I  ,      I     U     I  1  Lcl  dl  iy 

18 

And  vni  t  cpp  nn  thp   pi  oh  t  -  hanH  c  i  Hp      it  hac  nrnnncprl 
ni  iu    y  uu   occ        i    liic    i  i  y  1 1  l    iiai  iuj    o  iuc(     il    i  i  ao    ui  uuuocu 

18 

havp    t  n    1  PiPiU    at    oarh    hn ri  nn    tn    tol  1     \/m  t  that 
lldVc    LU    LUUn    dl    cdL-ll    UUI  1 1  iy    LU    lcl  I    yUU  LilaL. 

19 

amhi  pnt   1  pvp  1  c.  —  dn  vni  i  cpp  that"?     And  t  hpn 

a  1 1  IU  1  wl  l  L      LCVCID                VJv     VvU     OCC      LMu  I  :          HI  IU      L 1  1 Cl  1 

19 

MTIt'F   ^PHTMiriT-      Thp   -f  i  1  1    matprial     ic  a 
1*1 1  Nl.    our)  i  1*1 1  U  1  .        lllc    till    Hid  L  c  1   1  d  L     lo  d 

20 

thppp'Q  a  thppchnlH  1  PI    and  a  niimhpr  n~f   niitl  inpc 

IMCI  C     O     CI      LI  1  L  wollv  IU     LbL     CI  IU     a     1  IUJ 1  IkJ  w  1       UI      UU  L  i  1  J  ICO  ■ 

20 

1  i  tt    o    c  h  a  1  1  nu    anH    o  nmp    hn  ninn    uont    thrm  mh    o Amn 
U  LUc    olid  L  I UW    dl  IU    oUlllc    UUI  Illy    Well  L    LIlluUyM  oUlilc 

21 

Thp  niimhpr    pq  T  nndpp^tand  it     Mikp     i  c  thp  1  Tl 

iiit;    i  luiiiwt  i  |    as    x    mi  iuci  olqi  ivj    1  *-  #    1 1  i  nc  (     i  o    L i i  c  lil 

21 

Hannc  i  tc   anH  enmpt  i  mpc   i  ntn  mi  iH  Honnc  i  tc 

UcpUolLo    dl  IU    oUlllcr  L  1 II  ICO     IIILU    HtUU    UcUuo  1  lb. 

22 

which  is  the  80  --  what  is  it,  the  Lower? 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK-     And  auite  franklv 

Lrvni\ui'iLriuLi\    duui\.«       aaiiu    uu  l  lc     1  1  al  im  y  ^ 

23 

MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    80  percent  lower  on  100 

23 

thpsp   1  ithnl  na  i  c:  t  c  ma  Ifp  thic  a  nppttv  nnmn  1  i  r  a  t  pH 

LIICOC      LILIIULUyiOLO     Ilia  Is.  C      LIIIO     Q     UI  C  L  L  y     LUIIIUl  1  Lu  I CU 

24 

percenti Le. 

24 

process  instead  of  a  straightforward  approach. 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    So  it's  a  degree  of 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Let  me  just 
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announre  that  tndav  I  Qpnt  twn  th i nac.  tn  pvprvhndv 

UI  II  IVUI  IL»^       LltuL       LUUUJ       1       tJWl  IL       L  M  U       L  1  1  1  1  iy  O       L.  U      CVCI    YUWLiY  i 
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1 

cituatinnc   al  1    n\/P p    thp   Raw        Tt'c    a  nrpttv 
olLUdLIUIlo    dl  l    UVCI      Lllc    D  d  y  .        XL    o    d  plcLLy 

2 

F  i  ret   nf  all      nup  pa<?t          and  a  1  Qn  a  npu  rpnnrt 

1    1  1  o  L     U  1      Oil,      UUI       COOL,                a  1  IU     a  L  OU     a     1  ICn     1  tTLJU  1  L 

c 

1  11  L  cl  co  L  1  liy    1  cpUl  I  ,    dl  IU    1     J  Uo  L    LllUUyi  1  L    Ilia  L  UcCauoc 

3 

that   I    itJ^t  ant  tndav  wh  irh   T   think  ha<i  enmp  vprv 

11  lu  L      1      JUOL     gVL      ILVUQjr      nil  1  L*l  1      1       LJIIIIcx     L1QO     OUIIICZ     V  w  1  T 

3 

l  t  '  C    on    ci  fo    o  npr  i  "f  l  f    an/H    harl    in-fnnmatinn  T 
1  L    o    OU    o  1  Ic    ofJcL  MIL-    al  IU    lidU    lllTulllldLlun,  1 

4 

ucipful    infnrmatinn  ahnnt  thp  tprm  "amhipnt   1  pvpI  q" 

uoc  i  u  l     1 1 1 1  ui  ma  l  i  ui  i   quvm  l    l  i  ic    lci  iii      aiuu  i  ci  il    lcvc  l  o 

4 

thmmht     it    ohmilH    hp    rnnc  i  rJp  r-a/A       on    T      iiiot    n^oo  r\*~i 
L 11  UUyil  L     1  L    OllUU  I U    Uc    L-UllO  1  Ucl  CU ,     oO    I     J  US  L  paooCU 

5 

for  constituents  around  the  Bayf  including  Lead  and 

5 

it    al  nnn          T    mo  n  n    it'c    thic    thint/'          T     nan    InnU  at 
IL    d  L  Ul  ly  .        1    llltidll     IL    o     Llllo    111  1  L-K,  •        1     Can    LOOK  dl 

6 

^nmp  nthpp  rhpmi  na 1 q  that  up ' pp  annrnarh  i  na  Hptp 

O  UI  1  IC     U  LI  ICI       L>l  ICIII  1  Ua  L  9      LI  1  CI  L     WC     1  *Z     u|JUI  UOL-I  1  Illy     1  ICI  C.  . 

5 

it    p     1  l  tt  1  p    hit       hi  it     T     th  i  nU    it    hac*  nmo 
IL    a    U  lllc    UIL,    UUI    l     111  1  IIN    It    fiao  SOUlc 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Was  it  specific  to 

7 

interesting^  materiaLs  in  it. 

8 

the  Bay  Area? 

8 

ROARDMFMRFR  RliriC*-     Wow    whpn  vnu  cav 

DUnlSL/l  IL.1ID  L.  i\    DU  UN  ■       IH  UW  f     Wl  1  Ul  I    yUU  Ody 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     It  was  very 

9 

,,c.itP  "^nppifin  "  Hn  vnu  mpan  *^an  Franpicpn  Rav  ci  tp 

oilu    ispcL-i  i  ilij       uu    yuu   uicaii    aai  i    iiaiiuiouu    Day  oilc 

10 

specific  to  the  Bay  Area.    It  was  a  Bay  Area  study. 

10 

enpr  i  -f  i  r  9 
oucu I  I  I u  : 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Who  produced  the 

1 1 

ROARDMFMRFR   RFTWHARD-  Ypc 
DUrtixuritriDL^    r\t_  i  llnnMi  ■       1  Co  . 

12 

report? 

12 

ROARDMFMRFR   RHTk'-      Rpphmcp  pptnallv 

DUni\L>|'lcl'IDL-i\    DUL.N.       DcLdUSc    dL  LUd  I  I  y  , 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD-     The  EPA  Armv 

kjvjnnk/i  ili  iuli\    i\l.  i  iiimi\i/  >        I  I  ic    L-rM,    r\ }  \\\y 

13 

tnPPP    aro    ci  ihcptc    n~f    thp    Daw    pwpn    iiithin  Con 
LIICI  c    dl  c    oUUocLo    Ul     LflC    Ddy    cvcll    Wl  111  111  idll 

14 

DeDartment  of  Enaineerci     The  Reainnal  Ufatpr  Qualitv 

fcpui  liiici  il    ui    l,i      1 1  icci  o  |     i  lie    r\  cy  i  u  1 1  a  l    na  lci     uua  l  i  l  y 

14 

F  ranr  i  c  p r\ 
r  I  di  IU  1  oUU  • 
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Control  Board 

Wvl  ILI   UL       U  U  a  1  Uh 

1 5 

ROAPnMFMRFP   PFIWHAPn-      Thou  HicnitccpH   al  1 

DUMKuncriDtK  i\c  i  im riMKL' .      i  ney  u  i  scusseu  a  1 1 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS-     So  was  it  Dart  of 

UVniM/l  ILI  IULI\     n  i  LIM  11  v  •          wU     nuo      IL     Uul    L  Ui 

16 

tha    rli  f  f  prpnt    ci  ihc p t c    a nH    thp  npninnc 

liic  ui  i  ici  cm  ouuoc is  di iu   liic  icyiuns. 

17 

the  C-MAC  GroUD' 

LI  IC      W     1  InO      UI  UUL/i 

1 7 

PAIVIkl   UTIHFIT-      Talvin  Uilhpit  Tim 
LHLVIN    WlLnCl  1  .       UdLVIll   Wl  lllcl  1            1  Ul 

18 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     It  has  a  long 

1 8 

"f  r  nm  n  T        anH   thp   tnyirnl  nnict    f  np   thic    th  i  nn  T-f 
11  UUI    U  1  OU    dl  IU    LIIC    I UA  lUUlUyiol     IU1      llllo     Ltllliy.  IT 

19 

title  and  vou  mav  Drobablv  know  them      It's  railed 

19 

vni  i  ma I^p   pprta  i  n   that   lip   not   a   rnnu  n-f  that 
yuu  iiidi*,c  L-ci  Ldlll   LilaL   Wc  yc  I   a  uUpy   UT    Uldl  . 

20 

LTMS  which  stands  for  Long_Term  Management  Strategy 

20 

HniJP\/or        thp    f*  r"  i  t  i  r  i  omo     that     h  a\/p    r~  nmci    lnr>i  ionrl    ■£  r-nm 

nuwcvt!i  (    luk  ui  iliuioiiio   nidi  nave  conic  toi  waru  t rom 

21 

Dreddina  Proaram      The  reDort  was  nrodLjceri  to 

vi  \.mjj  i  i  ijj    f  i  uyi  uui.       iiit    I  swwi  Vp    nao    ui  uuu  —  v.  i.    l  \j 

21 

nnt    nn  1  \/    thp    Dactnrat  i  nn    fl        i'oapw    Dnarrl    V-\rit    -f  r*nm 

i iu l  ui u y  liic  i\co loi  a l  i  un  huv i  sol  y  ova i  tj  uui  t ruin 

22 

analyze  the  use  of  dredge  material  in  wetland  fill 

22 

nthpr    o  p  m  inc       caw       ■(  nr    inctannn       Ui  mtpno    Dai  nf 

uliici    y  i  uujjo  i   bay,    iui     inoidnuc,   n  un  lci  s  ruiriL  anu 

23 

situations.    But  by  the  way,  they  went  and  did  an 

23 

what  nnt   ic  that  thp  analvtipc         Karat  ico  nf  thp 
wiiaL   I  iu  L    is    LilaL    Lllc   dl  la  iy  I  1  Lb           UcuaUoc   UT  lllc 

24 

incredible  amount  of  study  of  ambient  level 

24 

extremely  compLicated  geology  of  the  Bay  Area  -- 

25 

concentrations  of  a  lot  of  chemicals  in  wetland 

25 

you  can't  have  it  both  ways  is  what  my  point  is 
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going  to  be  here.    We  can't  take  numbers  from 
Hercules. 

BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:     I  shouldn't  say  we 

should. 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:    No  criticism,  no 
criticism.    Hold  your  horses,  here  --  I  hope  you 
got  that.    The  important  thing  is  that  if  you're 
going  to  go  with  ambient  levels  in  the  Bay  Area  -- 
for  instance,  we  update  it  all  the  way  from  Niles 
Canyon,  and  we  have  Lawrence  Berkeley  Laboratory 
cored  into  the  rock  background.    We  know  absolutely 
that  that's  background  --  I  mean,  when  the  Miwok 
Indians  were  here.    If  you're  not  going  to  use 
those  in  the  context  for  risk  assessment  for  one 
thing  or  another,  you  can  use  things  to  place  them 
in  prospective. 

But  what's  so  difficult,  and  what  people 
have  to  understand  about  the  Presidio  is  that  the 
geology  of  the  plates  that  are  coming  here  --  and 
they're  clear  up  on  to  here  --  things  are  mixed  by 
construction,  things  are  mixed  by  moving  dirt  -- 
building  the  public  health  services  hospital,  for 
instance,  moving  the  rock  that  was  built  there  when 
you  want  to  build  a  basement,  for  instance.  And 
you  move  it  over  to  another  spot  --  you're  moving 
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one  kind  of  rock  that  might  have  like  real  high 
chrome,  naturally,  serpentina  to  a  spot.  People 
don't  move  dirt  from  low  spots  to  high  spots,  they 
move  them  from  high  spots  to  low  spots,  usually. 
And  we  don't  have  any  real  idea  of  what  went  on, 
like  cutting  roads  and  things  like  that. 

So  instead  of  when  we  started  the  risk 
assessment  for  the  Presidio,  we  were  too  simplistic 
at  the  DTSC  --  whether  they  were  at  the  EPA,  I 
don't  know  --  but  we  certainly  were.    We  had  the 
idea  that  if  you  compared  beach  dune  to  beach  dune, 
that  would  make  sense.    The  problem  is  that  it  is 
not  Neopolitan  ice  cream  where  you  have  strawberry, 
vanilla,  chocolate.    Oh,  bad  deal.    It's  all  mixed 
up  more  like  chocolate  swirl  --  everything  is  all 
mixed  up,  and  so  it's  really  hard.    So  just  as  like 
John  Buck  was  pointing  out  here,  where  they  were 
going  to  poke  the  hall,  here's  some  fill  on  the  top 
followed  by  stuff  underneath  --  you  could  have  mix 
up  on  the  top  with  stuff  underneath  but  followed  by 
mix  up  underneath. 

So  if  we  had  a  base  that  was  in  the 
central  valley  where  everything  is  pretty  much 
uniform  --  Gosh,  clear  from  Chico  almost  all  the 
way  down  to  Yermo  and  like  that,  the  numbers  are 
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far  more  consistent.    It's  because  of  the  problem 
of  the  earthquakes,  and  what  not,  that  it's  so  much 
more  complicated.    And  now,  that's  why  you're 
having  such  a  hard  time  and  we're  having  such  a 
hard  time  teasing  out  what  went  on  at  the  Presidio. 
I'm  going  to  give  John  Buck  a  ding  here,  and  then 
I'm  going  to  sit  down. 

The  important  thing  is,  when  I  am 
looking  --  and  I'm  gonna  tell  you  how  I  review 
these.    And  since  the  state  has  to  decide  on  what 
to  do,  that's  the  idea  --  I  watch  lead.  Lead 
should  be  no  more  than  6  to  17,  this  is  what  the 
natural  background  is,  but  we  have  anthropogenic 
from  cars. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    You're  talking  parts 
per  mi  1 1  ion? 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Right.    Parts  per 
million,  PPM.    The  important  thing  is  we  found  a 
spot  where  zinc  was  high.    Nobody  could  figure  out 
why  zinc  was  so  high.    I'm  giving  John  a  demerit 
here.    The  answer  is  that  we  weren't  smart  enough 
to  see  if  the  lead  was  high,  and  it  turned  out  to 
be  an  old  firing  range  of  some  kind.    But  also  the 
lead  was  high,  and  the  zincs  were  within  your 
backgrounds  for  the  different  kinds  of  rocks  you 


1  got.    And  it's  so  important  to  know  what  went  on 

2  where  so  we  can  disect  out  what  happened  at  which 

3  spot.    We  can't  just  go  by  concentration.  We 

4  could,  and  we  would  all  be  in  the  same  boat  a  lot 

5  simpler  if  we  were  in  Central  Valley.    It's  because 

6  of  our  complicated  geology,  and  we're  stuck  with 

7  it,  and  there's  not  a  thing  we  can  do  about  it.  So 

8  there  will  be  many,  many  gray  areas  that  we  won't, 

9  either  for  ecological  --  it  doesn't  make  a 

10  difference  which  it  is.    If  you're  looking  at  your 

11  concentrations,  it's  because  of  the  complicated 

12  geology,  and  until  you  understand  that  its 

13  chocolate  swirl  and  not  Neopolitan  ice  cream, 

14  you'll  be  stuck  trying  to  figure  out  what's  going 

15  on,  and  you'LL  have  many  irresolvable  things. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you  for  that. 

17  Bob,  let  me  ask  you,  does  that  answer  your 

18  question? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  don't  know  if 

20  you  were  responding  to  something  I  said,  but  let  me 

21  just  clarify.     I  understand  that  the  Presidio  is 

22  complicated.    I'm  just  saying  that  I  think  the 

23  report  that  I  submitted  information  on  has  some 

24  very  particular  information  that  will  be  of  help, 

25  especially  in  assessing  the  shoreline  area  because 
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1  it  focuses  on  a  lot  of  useful  information,  not  just 

2  the  ambient  level  concentration  but  also  on  how  to 

3  determine  ecological  risks.    What  are  the  receptors 

4  to  look  at,  and  what  are  some  of  the  effects  on  the 

5  receptors  from  certain  concentrations,  and  I  just 

6  passed  the  information  on.    I  agree  that  the 

7  problem  of  determining  activities  effects,  you 

8  know,  what  we're  trying  to  figure  out  --  what's  a 

9  source  or  not  --  but  I'm  hopeful  this  information 

10  will  help  in  answering  that  question. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Let  me  then  go  back 

12  then  to  your  original  question.    I  think  it  is, 

13  "What  are  the  proposed  ambient  levels  for  lead?" 

14  And  have  we  got  an  answer  to  that? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    I  don't  think  I 

16  caught  quite  what  you  said. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  they're  on  Table 

18  1  where  you  see  lead,  and  how  we  derive  that  is  -- 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    That ' s  what  1 1 m 

20  trying  to  figure  out.     I  heard  lower  ambient  80%. 

21  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    ACL,  80%  lower  control 

22  limit,  and  95th  percentile  of  the  data  sets 

23  excluding  --  below  identifying  in  the  cumulative 

24  liabi lity  box. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    So  that's  from 
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1  everything,  both  contaminated  and  non- contaminated 

2  sites? 

3  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    We  are  trying  to  isolate 

4  or  represent  -- 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     Right.     I'm  trying 

6  to  go  through  it.    One  site  took  all  the  high  and 

7  low  values  off  and  looked  at  what  was  left.  Okay. 

8  I'll  try  to  put  that  down. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    May  I  ask  a 

10  question  on  that? 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Please. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     It  appears  that 

13  you  have  gone  through  many  of  the  metal 

14  contamination  and  provided  an  explanation  for  those 

15  areas  where  you've  had  more  than  one  pressure  value 

16  as  to  why  you  chose  the  higher.    For  lead  you  don't 

17  discuss  that,  and  I'm  presuming  that  this  was  not 

18  the  lowest  threshold  that  you  found,  but  one  of  the 

19  higher  ones.    Since  we  know  that  the  background  is 

20  significantly  lower  than  300,  there  should  have 

21  been  a  population  that  had  background. 

22  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    Now,  you  lost  me. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    In  your 

24  population,  one  of  them  should  represent  background 

25  and  the  other  should  represent  ambient  as  well  as 
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1  contaminant  source.    I  just  was  curious  as  to  why 

2  it  appears  and  why  it's  not  described  here.  I'm 

3  just  assuming  you  wanted  one  with  the  higher 

4  threshold.    I'm  wondering  why  one  with  the  higher 

5  threshold  was  chosen  and  why  a  lower  one  wasn't 

6  chosen,  if  there  was  more  than  one  available. 

7  You've  described  that  in  the  minutes. 

8  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:  Right. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    You  haven't 

10  described  it  for  lead. 

11  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    We  have  a  few  copies  of 

12  the  probability,  and  it's  a  judgment  call  for 

13  threshold.    If  it  clearly  identifies  threshold, 

14  that's  what  is  chosen.    If  there  are  many  to  choose 

15  from,  it's  a  judgment  call  which  to  choose.  We 

16  would  have  to  resize  it. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Choosing  a 

18  higher  one  you've  gone  through  and  provided 

19  explanation  why  you  didn't  choose  or  adjust  it.  I 

20  was  just  curious  what  that  discussion  is  for  lead. 

21  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    That  would  be  included  in 

22  the  report,  but  we  have  some  copies  of  the 

23  probability  prospects  to  go  with  this.  Doesn't 

24  that  itself  --  it  doesn't  add  to  verbal 

25  description. 


1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    But  were  there? 

2  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    Virtually,  all  of  these 

3  spots  you  could  pick  different  spots  for  threshold. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Did  you  pick  a 

5  higher,  middle  or  lower? 

6  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    I  have  to  go  through  -- 

7  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     For  lead,  did 

8  you  pick  the  highest  population? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    There  were  16 

10  plots.    I  can't  repeat  it  off  the  top  of  my  head 

11  for  16  plots. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    But  Brian,  I  hear 

13  you  asking  about  the  methodology.    You're  trying  to 

14  understand  the  methodology  we  used. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  see  what  you 

16  picked  in  your  number.    I  mean,  just  before  you 

17  were  questioned,  you  provided  some  explanation  as 

18  to  why  you  didn't  pick  lower  population.    I  just 

19  wanted  to  know  what  you  picked  with  respect  to  lead 

20  since  we're  talking  about  it,  and  it  helps  us 

21  understand  the  16  indicated  in  the  background  was 

22  very  low. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Was  there  a 

24  specific  methodology  we  used? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  used  the  same 
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methodology  for  lead. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  again,  to 
restate  that  methodology,  it  was  what? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     First  look  at  the 
cumulative  probability  plots;  we  selected  a 
threshold  from  that.    In  considering  both  a  normal 
lot  --  normal  distribution  where  it  seemed  to  be  a 
break,  that's  where  we  selected  our  point,  and  then 
he  did  a  lower  80th  competence  level. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  we  reached  that 
process  for  making  that  determination. 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    What  techniques  is 
to  measure  the  lead?    Is  it  XRF? 

MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    Some  of  them  are  XRF  and 
lab.    The  fixed  lab  method  should  be  more 
effective. 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:     The  reason  I'm 
asking  is  couple  weeks  ago  I  asked  the  question, 
"What's  the  sensitivity?"    I  think  it  was  40  DPM 
and  that  is  above  what  I'm  told  now. 

MIKE  SCHIMIDT:     For  a  lot  of  materials 
it's  lower  than  that.    The  minimum  number  of  XRF  is 
not  always  the  same.    It  depends  on  the  material. 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    But  the  lead, 

though. 
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1  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    In  some  cases  we  had  an 

2  elevated  detection  method  for  XRF.    They're  not 

3  always  the  same. 

4  CALVIN  WILHEIT:     Excuse  me,  Calvin 

5  Wilheit  again,  DTSC.    It's  important  to  keep  in 

6  prospective  what  words  we're  using  and  how  we  are 

7  using  the  words.    The  word  background  for  lead. 

8  When  I  spoke  about  6  to  17  --  that's  from  a  study 

9  by  Christina  Scott  which  is  an  analysis,  and  that's 

10  for  Santa  Clara.    That's  our  best,  6  to  17.    I  look 

11  at  that  as  the  Miwok  Indian  background.    My  West 

12  Oakland  background  ranges  from  a  minimum  of  500  to 

13  a  high  of  2,000  --  2,000  is  along  San  Leandro.  The 

14  important  thing  to  keep  in  mind  about  lead  is  there 

15  is  substantial  anthropogenic  deposition  from  when 

16  we  had  leaded  gasoline. 

17  We  can  have  as  high  --  that's  what  the 

18  difficulty  is,  again.    What's  the  contribution  at 

19  the  Presidio  Highway  101  versus  what  is  the 

20  contribution  from  whatever  activities  happened  at 

21  the  firing  range  and  what  not?    That's  why  lead  is 

22  hard.    But  when  we  say  background,  do  we  mean  when 

23  we're  talking  about  natural  super  pristine 

24  background  or  that  which  occurred  as  a  result  of 

25  people  activities  in  San  Francisco  and  the  rest  of 
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the  Bay  Area  that  may  have  nothing  whatsoever  to  do 
with  what  the  Army  did?    It's  important  to  keep 
that  straight  --  and  those  numbers  could  be  in  the 
order  of  300,  500,  to  as  high  as  up  to  2,000. 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    What  is  there  to 
differentiate  Highway  101  and  the  above  firing 
bullets? 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:    That's  probably  the  best 
question  I  heard  all  night. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    But  we  have  a  number 
of  questions  to  go.    So  the  question  has  been  asked 
by  Howard,  and  do  you  currently  have  any  method  for 
determining,  say,  leaded  gasoline  deposition  versus 
organic  lead? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  tried  to  do  some 
organic  lead  sampling.    It  was  a  very  difficult 
analysis.    I  don't  think  it  was  --  I  recall  offhand 
it  was  really  conclusive,  but  we  did  attempt  to  do 
some  organic  lead. 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    Organic  lead  was  a 
gasoline  and  inorganic  was  not.    Isn't  that  right? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    That's  the  theory. 
Basically,  at  the  time  that  ethanol  lead  as  we 
know  --  as  far  as  the  detection  of  it,  the  XRF  was 
25,  not  40,  and  the  others  were  about  five.  I 


1  think  it  was  a  little  higher,  but  there's  a  trade 

2  off  in  getting  a  lot  of  samples  and  also  quick  turn 

3  around  time,  and  so  forth. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:     For  those  of  you  who 

5  just  came  in  --  a  large  pile  of  you  just  came  in. 

6  What  we're  doing  is  we're  proceeding  around  the 

7  table.    We  started  with  Jan  who  then  got  up  and  is 

8  kindly  recording  the  questions  and  answers.  We 

9  proceeded  through  Bob  and  now  we're  at  Howard. 

10  We're  kind  of  asking  one  question  a  piece 

11  to  get  everybody  on  the  table  at  least  once,  and 

12  then  proceed  from  there  with  whatever  time  we  have 

13  left.    So  Howard. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Actually,  that  was 

15  my  question. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Mark,  are  you  prepared 

17  to  ask  a  question? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Can  you  give  me  a 

19  few  minutes? 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Okay. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:     I  have  a  simple 

22  question.    I'm  trying  to  understand  the  residential 

23  and  recreational  because  I  want  to  know  about  the 

24  military  office  space.    I  think  that's  a  major 

25  population. 
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BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    When  we  were  crafting 

2  the  recreational  user  scenario  --  in  fact,  I  pose 

3  this  question  to  the  risk  accessor.    I  think  in  the 

4  railway  report  we  call  it  an  industrial  worker,  but 

5  what  we're  really  talking  about  is  a  park  service 

6  employee  there.    As  I  recall  this  correctly,  we 

7  believe  that  the  recreational  scenario  adequately 

8  covers  the  representative  of  a  park  service 

9  employee.    An  office  worker  probably  has  the  least 

10  exposure  of  all  scenarios.    They  come  in,  go 

11  upstairs  to  their  office,  and  then  come  out  and  go 

12  home  --  even  though  it's  five  times  a  day,  it's 

13  pretty  limited  an  extent.    Whereas,  we  think  our 

14  recreational  is  more  appropriate  for  the  type  of 

15  worker  who  is  going  to  be  out  in  the  field,  and  so 

16  forth,  because  we  do  have  a  pretty  conservative 

17  recreational  scenario,  and  we're  covering  them 

18  under  that  scenario. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  want  to  go  through 

20  the  checklist  to  see  if  we  have  some  of  this 

21  recorded  here,  before  we  move  ahead.    So  how  do  the 

22  residential  and  recreational  scenarios  relate  to 

23  the  risk  of  office  workers  --  recreation  in 

24  scenario  protects  office  workers  adequately? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    For  the  residential, 
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1  you'd  probably  consider  the  worse-case  scenario; 

2  recreational  is  less  intense,  but  still  pretty 

3  conservative  and  definitely  with  an  office  worker. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Mike,  did  you  have  a 

5  question? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Actually,  I  don't  have 

7  any  questions  other  than  questions  already 

8  formulized  on  EPA  and  responded  to. 

9  I  did  want  to  make  one  --  well,  ask  one 

10  question  that  might  clarify  some  of  the  lead 

11  questions  I've  heard  earlier.    Ideally,  if  you  have 

12  enough  data  points  on  your  plot  and  you  have  these 

13  multiple  thresholds,  you'll  be  able  to  identify  a 

14  background  threshold  as  opposed  to  an  ambient 

15  threshold.    And  it's  my  understanding  that  the  Army 

16  has  already  agreed  to  present  a  background  number 

17  for  lead  in  ERI. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    This  is  the  number  in 

19  here.    We'll  call  it  our  ambient  number. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     I  was  under  the 

21  interpretation  that  it  was  going  to  be  called 

22  natural  background  number  as  well. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Oh  well,  I  guess  our 

24  interpretation  of  that  is  that  it  should  be  our 

25  ambient  number  similar  to  the  numbers  that  we're 
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1  developing  in  all  the  other  metals. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I'm  going  to 

3  borrow  part  of  your  question.    How  would  you  do 

4  that  for,  say,  serpentina  ten  feet  down?    How  would 

5  you  do  that,  because  that  would  not  have  shaft 

6  deposition.    And  wouldn't  that  be  more 

7  representative  of  the  background  levels  than  your 

8  ambient  levels? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  think  for  the 

10  purposes  of  --  at  least  as  I  understood  it,  as  we 

11  went  through  this  risk  assessment  process  with 

12  input  from  regulatory  agencies,  we  all  thought  that 

13  the  ambient  level  was  the  level  that  we  should 

14  develop. 

15  Michael,  you  may  have  a  different 

16  interpretation,  but  that's  going  through  with 

17  Sophie  and  Calvin,  and  so  forth.    We  thought  it 

18  best  to  develop  an  ambient  level  on  which  to 

19  compare. 

20  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Wilheit,  again,  DTSC. 

21  Maybe  I  can  shed  a  little  light  on  this.  The 

22  important  thing  is  that  lead  stands  out  different 

23  to  the  members  of  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board 

24  here.     Lead  stands  out  different  than  all  of  your 

25  other  inorganics,  and  it's  by  far  and  away,  it's 


1  the  inorganics  which  drive  the  Presidio  risk 

2  assessment.    So  lead  stands  out  as  the  number  one 

3  thing  to  watch.    Watch  it  all  the  time.     If  lead  is 

4  bigger  than  300,  watch  it  real  careful.  The 

5  important  thing  here  is  your  question  about 

6  serpentina  and  those  rocks  like  that;  lead  is 

7  virtually  non-existent.    It's  extremely  low,  but 

8  that's  not  what  we're  talking  about  here.    I  don't 

9  know  your  name. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Brian 

11  Ullensvang. 

12  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Okay,  Brian.  The 

13  important  thing  here,  Brian,  you're  talking  about 

14  one  way  of  using  the  word  "background. 11 

15  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    No.     I'm  trying 

16  to  use  it  in  the  way  the  Army  -- 

17  CALVIN  WILHEIT:     But  in  semantics. 

18  You're  looking  at  ambient  for  serpentina  when 

19  background  for  serpentina  is  extremely  low.    But  at 

20  the  same  token,  the  contribution  of  people  --  in 

21  other  words,  I  have  sites  that  come  to  me  like 

22  along  the  front  part  --  what  I  call  the  front  part 

23  John  might  think  is  the  back  part  --  but  the  front 

24  part  of  San  Francisco,  along  the  whole  Bay  there 

25  and  the  Financial  District,  all  that  is  fill.  I 
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have  numbers  in  thousands  bigger  all  the  time  for 
buildings  and  what  not. 

Our  background  varies  so  much  because  of 
people  impact.    After  the  1906  earthquake,  they 
pushed  all  the  buildings  and  stuff  that  way.  The 
important  thing  here  is  when  you  talk  about  it  -- 
think  about,  "Yes.    We  have  Miwok  Indian 
background."    That's  how  I  think  about  it.    We  have 
people  background  in  San  Leandro  and  other  places. 
In  fact,  in  West  Oakland  I  have  a  lady's  backyard 
as  8,000,  and  2,000  is  not  uncommon.    So  think 
about  that.    But  what  we're  really  worried  about  is 
not  so  much  the  concentration  of  stuff  in  dirt. 
We're  worried  --  lead  drives  it  because  of 
concentrations  of  stuff  in  people's  blood.  That's 
what  we're  here  about  on  that  aspect,  and  that's 
where  the  numbers  come  from  when  they  talk  about 
300  --  it's  from  blood.    It  is  calculated 
backgrounds  through  a  thing  called  lead  spread.  I 
can  explain  that  to  you  if  you  like,  but  there's  no 
sense  in  taking  your  time.    300,  1,000,  6,000  --  I 
can  pick  any  of  those  numbers. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Did  you  get  your 
question  answered? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    The  thing  I  was 
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1  trying  to  investigate  was  that  there  was  a  leaking 

2  tank  in  a  serpentina  area,  and  the  tank  was  buried 

3  in  some  depth.    If  the  lead  is  a  very  low  level,  it 

4  might  indicate  that  there  was  lead  in  the  tank  to  a 

5  contaminated  area  and  that  it  might  be  less 

6  appropriate  to  compare  it  to  surface  level  than 

7  subsurface  level  since  you  would  not  have 

8  substantial  automobile  deposition  at  a  tank  level 

9  as  such  if  you  were  trying  to  investigate  of 

10  whether  it  is  a  source.    And,  secondly,  whether  it 

11  was  a  problem  --  it  may  be  a  source,  not  a  problem 

12  because  it's  not  an  exposure  to  move,  but  I  mean, 

13  understanding  the  source,  I  was  curious  as  to 

14  whether  your  numbers  indicated  surface  soils  or 

15  soils  in-depth. 

16  MIKE  SCHIMIDT:    That 1 s  primari ly  handled 

17  in  the  spatial  evaluation  where  we  take  into 

18  consideration  some  of  the  things  Cal  was  saying. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  that's  part 

20  of  the  things  I  was  talking  about  in  contaminant 

21  levels  and  how  that  was  going  to  be  dealt  with.  So 

22  using  lead  as  an  example,  would  we  have  understood 

23  the  spatial  analysis  as  a  cut  off  because  it's  less 

24  ambient  or  would  you  use  some  other  level  to 

25  investigate  your  spatial  analysis? 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 


25 


36 


BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     From  my  prospective, 
we  already  have  four  I i thologists.  It's 
complicated  as  it  is  to  then  start  developing  a 
background  surface  level  and  a  background 
subsurface  level.    This  is  magnifying  the  problem 
particularly  since  there  are  so  many  gray  areas 
involved  in  this  process. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  was  not  trying 
to  suggest  those  things  that  have  been  reversed 
with  the  field  exhaust.    We  try  to  do  that,  but  you 
do  have  serpentina  samples  from  depth  and  you  do 
have  lead  analysis  to  give  some  comparison. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  did,  that's  true. 
We  do  have  some  samples,  and  we  do  have  those  in 
the  report.    But  again,  as  Mike  was  alluding  to,  I 
think  the  spatial  analysis  is  where  you  sort  of 
iron  that  out,  if  at  all  possible. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Yes.     I  would 

agree. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Mike,  did  you  get  your 

question? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    The  point  I  wanted  to 
make  since  we  were  talking  about  background  in 
levels  --  if  you  have  enough  data  points,  then  you 
can  pinpoint  what  background  it  is?  True 


1  background,  not  ambient. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    Did  you  say  plan 

3  or  site,  or  enough  points  on  the  site? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:  Site. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Sorry,  Roberta. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    We  also  have  a  number 

7  of  comments,  questions  on  record.    But  I  guess  one 

8  question  I  could  pose  at  this  point  is,  what  are 

9  the  Army's  intentions  with  respect  to  integrating 

10  results  in  ecological  sampling  and  analysis  program 

11  in  the  ERI  results? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  think  we  intend  to 

13  summarize  those  and  bring  those  to  the  next 

14  meeting. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Are  you  summarizing 

16  them  or  integrating  them  into  the  ERI  report?  Or 

17  is  this  just  a  summary  of  what  was  found? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I  think  to  the 

19  extent  that  we  can  integrate,  for  instance,  along 

20  the  Crissy  Field  area  then  we're  going  to  try  and 

21  do  that. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    Okay,  John.  Your 

23  answer  is,  "We're  going  to  try  and  integrate  those 

24  results  -- 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    --  along  Crissy  Field. 
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1  BOARDMEHBER  MONAGHAN :    So  you  changed  it 

2  from  summarize  to  integrate?    I  just  want  to  make 

3  sure. 

4  BOARDMEHBER  BUCK:    Yes,  yes. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     It  makes  quite  a 

6  bit  of  difference,  actually. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Mark,  are  you  sort  of 

8  ready  yet? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Well,  I've  been 

10  doing  historical  research  for  the  last  two  months 

11  or  so,  and  I've  got  all  these  bits  and  pieces 

12  together.    I'm  starting  to  pull  out  whatever  is 

13  there,  and  I've  got  a  letter  prepared  to  the  Army 

14  concerning  Commissary  Building  609.    So  basically, 

15  what  I'm  seeing  is  that  when  you  go  through  the 

16  building  plans  and  the  other  historical  records  at 

17  the  record  center  you  find  them  --  plans  match 

18  referring  to  mostly  demolished  buildings  or 

19  demolished  facilities  and  prior  environmental  uses 

20  of  buildings  that  are  current. 

21  But  Building  609  is  the  demolished 

22  building  at  this  site  before  the  new  commissary  was 

23  built,  and  it  has  a  completely  different  history 

24  than  in  the  report  and  the  ERI.    I've  got  a  couple 

25  plates  here  I've  pulled  out  from  the  historical 
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1  maps.    So  these  first  two  plates  --  I  scanned  for 

2  basic  information  maps,  and  these  are  building 

3  street  maps  for  the  whole  base  at  certain  times. 

4  The  first  one  is  from  1942.    On  it,  I've  drawn  the 

5  outline  of  the  commissary  building.    And  what  this 

6  map  shows  is  what  was  underlined  at  the  time.  The 

7  other  one  was  in  1975.    And  both  of  these  maps  show 

8  the  location  of  Building  609  as  it  preexisted, 

9  especially  the  1975  map.    It  correlates  with  where 

10  the  position  of  Building  609  was  in  1980  when  the 

11  pesticides  were  reported  for  this  fill. 

12  So  what  it  looks  like  is  that  Building 

13  609  was  in  another  position.    It  was  demolished 

14  next  to  the  present  commissary.    They  had  a 

15  pesticide  spill,  and  it  was  demolished,  and  then  a 

16  new  commissary  was  built.    Actually,  609  was  under 

17  the  parking  lot.    And  so  where  the  commissary  is 

18  now  was  another  facility  called  the  motor  pool 

19  facility,  and  it's  a  pretty  old  facility  on  the 

20  base.    It  had  lots  of  gasoline  and  diesel  usage  and 

21  things  like  that. 

22  Here's  another  map.    I  pulled  this  up 

23  from  the  other  maps  considering  the  Presidio's  old 

24  motor  pool.    This  is  the  Presidio  motor  pool.  What 

25  these  maps  show  you  are  tank  pumping  stations  for 
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1  the  railways,  and  they  brought  gas  and  pumped  it 

2  through  underground  lines  out  to  places  on  Crissy 

3  Field.    So  these  show  some  of  the  underground 

4  gasoline  and  diesel  lines  on  these  maps. 

5  Basically,  what  I'm  seeing  is  that  if  a 

6  building  was  demolished  and  didn't  make  it  through 

7  the  1980's  period,  then  that  set  of  buildings  or 

8  that  demolished  building  had  less  likely  a  chance 

9  to  make  it  through  an  assessment  since  the  enhanced 

10  preliminary  assessment  started  with  buildings  and 

11  looked  for  emergency  things.    I  believe  the  intent 

12  of  the  assessment  was  to  evaluate  emergency  quicks 

13  to  be  taken  care  of  pretty  fast.    So  if  something 

14  was  gone  for  20  years,  it  was  harder  for  an 

15  assessment  to  find  these  older  buildings. 

16  I  have  sort  of  a  supplemental  here.  This 

17  is  from  Yerba  Buena  Island/Treasure  Island  called 

18  historical  study.    This  is  from  1995  to  1996,  and 

19  the  first  half  of  this  report  is  just  history,  and 

20  like  it  would  be  available  in  our  enhancement 

21  preliminary  assessment.    But  the  last  half  of  it 

22  contains  tables  and  demolished  buildings  of  Yerba 

23  Buena  Island,  buildings  built  in  1944,  1948  --  tear 

24  gas  storage,  blah,  blah,  blah.    So  they  have  a 

25  complete  record  of  the  history  for  each  building 


1  that  was  on  site.    Some  study  like  that  listing 

2  every  building  and  it's  prior  uses  would  have 

3  caught,  I  think,  the  demolished  buildings  that  are 

4  missing  from  the  enhanced  preliminary  assessment 

5  and  didn't  make  it  into  the  MRI,  too. 

6  So  my  question  is,  how  did  these 

7  demolished  buildings  that  didn't  make  it  into  the 

8  ERI  be  accommodated  at  this  time  or  into  the  ERI 

9  process? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  609  did  make  it. 

11  Actually,  we  interviewed  former  employees  to  get  a 

12  historical  prospective  and  current  employees  as  to 

13  how  we  focused  in  on  the  pesticide  spill.    You  say 

14  we  ignored  the  whole  building. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  think  it  just 

16  didn't  get  into  the  process. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  think  they  also 

18  looked  to  see  what  significant  activities  would  be 

19  associated  with  these  former  buildings  and  tried  to 

20  capture  those  to  the  greatest  extent  possible.  So 

21  consequently,  I  think  the  vast  majority  of  these 

22  situations  have  been  addressed. 

23  As  far  as  like  investigating  under  the 

24  commissary,  this  distribution  center  might  have 

25  been  located.    I  think  the  number  of  wells  and  so 
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forth  that  are  out  on  Crissy  Field  would  have 
certainly,  by  now,  captured  stuff  that  might  have 
been  originated  from  that  area,  so  I  don't  think 
there  is  huge  gaps  involved  with  these  locations. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     But  we'll  have  to 
look  at  them  and  see,  right? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     Well,  I  mean  --  and 
also  a  component  of  this  is  the  underground  fuel 
tank  and  field  distribution  lines  which  also  take 
into  account  historical  prospective.    So  I  think 
the  combination  of  the  two  --  I  think  that  we 
really  have  covered  those  with  great  extent. 
That's  my  belief.    We'll  take  a  look  at  the  stuff 
you  provided  to  us. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  If  it  turns  out 
that  it's  not  covered,  what  is  the  mechanism  for 
including  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  we  would  have  to 
look  at  that  to  see  if  the  evidence  warrants 
further  investigation. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Would  there  be  a 
supplemental  program  to  the  ERI  or  would  it  be 
possible  to  include  it  in  this  ERI  process? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     It  would  have  to  be  a 
supplemental. 
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BOARDMEMBER  BLANK: 


TinyTran 

That  we  would  have 


to 


FACILITATOR  KERN:    Roberta,  can  you  speak 
up,  please? 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I  was  just  thinking 
that  we  could  look  at  new  information  and  use  it  to 
help  interpret  data  that  already  exists  --  that 
maybe  we're  not  clear  about  why  something  is 
showing  up  where  it  is.    Maybe  it  would  be  useful 
in  that  respect. 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Wilheit,  again,  DTSC. 
I'd  like  to  ask  John  Buck,  and  maybe  Dave  Wilkins 
can  help  me  here.    What  do  we  have  in  place?  It's 
no  different  when  someone  audits  my  income  tax 
returns  or  I  try  to  get  my  money  back  from 
traveling  for  the  state  which,  I  must  tell  you,  is 
very  difficult.    How  do  I  go  back  and  check  my 
records  so  far  to  substantiate?    What's  our 
mechanism?    Just  give  me  a  general  description,  so 
I  can  either  be  comfortable  or  not  that  by  and 
large  we  have  an  adequate  check  mechanism  in  place 
and  that  we  haven't  left  something  out  either  from 
a  historical  kind  of  thing  or  what.    We  probably 
have  more  than  one  avenue  that  we're  doing  that, 
like  concentrations,  surveys. 
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Give  me  a  general  description,  John,  if 
you  would  please,  and  if  David  wants  to  tie  it  in 
so  that  I  am  comfortable  that  we  haven't  left 
things  out,  because  that's  what  I  detect  from  this 
fel low's  question. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yeah.    I  detect 
that,  too,  and  I  believe  the  enhanced  preliminary 
assessment  that  was  done  back  in  '89  was  very 
thorough.    I'm  very  competent  that  the  Usathama 
(sic)  Organization  which  it  was  called  at  that 
time,  went  through  the  same  historical  analysis 
that  you're  doing.    All  the  records  that  you've 
look  at  over  these  last  two  months,  they've  looked 
at,  too.    They  just  had  a  different  evaluation  of 
it  than  what  you  did,  and  when  they  looked  at  those 
documents  they  made  a  determination  that,  "Hey  we 
need  to  check  out  this  situation  because  of  the 
pesticide  spill  or  suspected  pesticide  spill."  And 
they  evaluated  the  conditions  there  because  of  the 
railway  fuel  supply  line  or  service  station  that 
was  there.    All  of  those  things  were  evaluated,  and 
those  experts  that  made  that  or  produced  that 
report  made  a  decision  on  whether  or  not  that 
required  further  investigation.    If  it  did,  it  went 
into  the  RI;  if  it  didn't,  it  didn't.    But  I  don't 


1  think  there  was  any  chance  that  it  wasn't  looked  at 

2  because  the  records  are  there.    And  that's  why  all 

3  of  those  records  are  still  maintained. 

4  In  addition,  when  the  new  commissary  was 

5  constructed,  that  commissary  went  through  both  an 

6  environmental  impact  statement,  or  the  normal  EIS 

7  reasons,  and  it  also  went  through  an  environmental 

8  assessment  evaluation  to  look  at  stuff  like,  "Is 

9  the  ground  dirty  when  we're  digging  the  foundation 

10  for  the  new  commissary,"  and  that  type  of  thing. 

11  And  there  was  nothing  in  those  reports  to  indicate 

12  that  there  was  any  problem  with  that,  either.    So  I 

13  think  that  there  are  trails  to  support  why  certain 

14  things  had  been  reviewed  for  further  investigation 

15  in  the  RI  and  why  things  were  left  out. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     Let  me  just  say,  it 

17  just  seemed  like  Mark  put  a  lot  of  effort  putting 
13  this  in,  and,  in  fact,  the  original  PA  or  enhanced 

19  PA  looked  at  these  things  --  and  there's  some 

20  reason  why  you  decided  there  wasn't  a  problem  to 

21  try  and  go  back  and  recreate  that  and  answer  the 

22  questions  --  but  perhaps,  I  mean  not  everybody  who 

23  creates  a  document  gets  everything.    You  know, 

24  maybe  there's  something  new  that  he's  come  up  with, 

25  and  if  there  is,  then  maybe  it's  information  that's 
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1  useful. 

2  BOARDMEHBER  WILKINS:     I'm  totally  in 

3  support  of  that.    I  understand  what  Mark  has  done, 

4  and  I'm  not  saying  that,  Roberta.    What  I'm  saying 

5  to  you  is  I'm  explaining  what  the  Army  did.  The 

6  information  that  Mark  did  provide,  we  are  going  to 

7  look  at,  and  if  it  warrants  the  Army  to  take 

8  further  action,  we're  going  to  do  that.  It 

9  probably  won't  be  included  in  this  RI  because  it 

10  doesn't  make  physical  sense  to  do  that.     It  will 

11  probably  be  packaged  together  with  any  other  things 

12  that  are  new,  and  it  will  be  an  entire  supplemental 

13  RI  process,  probably  lumped  together,  for  example, 

14  with  the  firing  ranges  which  aren't  specifically 

15  going  to  be  in  this  RI  because  of  the  time  table 

16  and  because  of  the  way  things  have  developed. 

17  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    David,  help  me  with  this 

18  one.    You  described  to  me  the  first  check  like  when 

19  I  prepared  --  to  make  an  analogy  --  back  when  I  did 

20  the  best  I  could  for  the  income  tax  returns.  But 

21  suppose  I  get  audited?    What  kind  of  the  thing  do  I 

22  have  then  --  maybe  this  is  Roberta's  point,  and 

23  this  fellow's  point  over  here  --  what  standing 

24  mechanism  or  what  do  we  have  to  recheck  what  we 

25  have.    Or  John,  what  safeguards  do  we  have  that 
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1  when  we  went  down  the  first  time  that  we  did  as 

2  best  of  a  job  as  we  could? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Field  notes  from  an 

4  enhanced  PA,  or  something.    I  don't  know. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    First  thing  is  the 

6  enhanced  PA,  and  then  we  went  out  and  did  a  field 

7  investigation  based  upon  our  report.    Then  we  went 

8  out  and  did  a  surfer  report.    We  looked  at  some 

9  sites  and  came  up  with  additional  studies  and  went 

10  out  with  the  park  service.    And  during  the  field 

11  investigation,  if  something  came  up  that  we  --  you 

12  know,  that's  why  we  had  three  phases  of  field  work 

13  to  further  define  things  as  we  went  along. 

14  CALVIN  WILHEIT:     Is  that  regardless  of 

15  whatever  historical  stuff  was,  more  or  less? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Right.    So  you  would 

17  try  to  further  define  contamination  that  we  might 

18  have  found  in  the  initial  phase,  supplemental  phase 

19  and  then  follow-up  phase.    You  know,  there  are  a 

20  lot  of  things  we  looked  at  in  the  broad  scheme  of 

21  things  to  capture  possible  sources  of 

22  contamination. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    Can  I  ask  you 

24  something.    I've  been  putting  a  lot  of  stuff  down 

25  here.     I  haven't  yet  heard  that  the  Army  has  a  list 
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1  of  criteria  or  reasons  for  what  went  in  the  PA  or 

2  not  went  in  the  PA  or  what  went  in  the  RI  or  not 

3  went  in  the  RI .    What  document  should  I  put  down? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    It's  just  basically 

5  describing  in  general  terms  as  we  go  through  the 

6  process  that  we  went  through. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    So  the  process  was 

8  described  versus  individual  decision  criteria  for 

9  the  sites. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  think  we're  at 

11  Brian. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  participated 

13  in  a  couple  of  other  questions. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  just  want  to  follow 

15  up  a  little  bit.    Like  this  gasotine  line  here. 

16  There  was  no  mention  about  this  gasoline  line,  and 

17  I  guess  --  Mark,  have  you  brought  that  up  yet  about 

18  this  gas  line?    This  gas  line  system  and  how 

19  that  --  I'm  sorry,  I  came  in  late. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  mentioned  it  as 

21  part  of  my  question,  yes. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    My  question  is  this 

23  line,  this  gasoline  line  wasn't  really  a  part  of 

24  the  field  distribution  system  work,  and  it  doesn't 

25  seem  like  it  was  part  of  your  assessment  and  RI  at 


1  all.    And  so  I  guess  my  question  is,  "What  is  the 

2  Army  planning  to  do,  or  what  has  the  Army  done  to 

3  look  at  this  particular  site?"    Has  this  fallen 

4  through  the  gaps  or  what?    When  we  were  talking 

5  privately  about  this  because  it's  not  a  fuel 

6  system  --  is  the  reason  it  fell  through  the  gap 

7  because  it's  not  part  of  the  fuel  oil  distribution 

8  system  and  so  consequently,  it  wasn't  considered  by 

9  the  FDS,  and  because  it's  gasoline  it  was  thrown 

10  out  by  your  group  and  that's  why  it  has  not  been 

11  dealt  with? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's 

13  assuming  that  it  fell  through  the  gap.    I  don't 

14  know  that  that's  the  case.    I  mean,  we  would  have 

15  to  get  to  the  authors  of  the  enhanced  PA,  and  maybe 

16  he  can  answer  that. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Maybe  you  can 

18  describe  how  you  would  consider  the  gas  line  and 

19  not  dismiss  it. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  just  don't  know 

21  the  answer  to  that  question,  Brian. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    The  field  distribution 

23  line  to  say  that  it's  excluding  that.    I  don't  know 

24  this  offhand  because  we  didn't  detail  every  foot  of 

25  the  distribution  line  in  the  enhanced  PA.  We 
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TinyTran 

1 

recognized  there  was  such  a  system  and  supposing 

1 

RAR  nr  f  mm  thp  nuhl  i  r  uhn  uant  tn  nrnuiHp  cnrh 

2 

that,  it  would  have  to  be  looked  at. 

2 

i  nf  onma  1"  i  nrt       AnH  if   it  uarrflntc  that  Armv  tal^p 

i  i  ii  ui  hip  i  i  uiii       m  iu     ii      il    nai  I  al  llo     ilia  l    M  I  Illy  La\C 

3 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    But  this  wasn't  part 

3 

f Mrthpr  art  i  nn  nn  that   —   hpf*ai  icp   if   up      in  fart 

l  UI   L 1 1  c  1      dUL  1  UN    Ul  1     L 1  Id  L              UCLdUoC     II      WC,      111  IdlL, 

of  the  fuel  distribution.    This  was  a  gasoline 

4 

f  i  nd  out  that   t  hprp  is  snmpt h  i  na  that  fpll  thrnuah 

i  i  i  iu    uu  i.     uia  i     uici  c     io    ounic  l  i  i  i  i  ly     li  1  cs  L     l  c  l  (,     kill  UU^II 

distribution  that  was  suffered  from  the  fuel. 

5 

thp  aanQ     thpn  wp'pp  nninn   tn  talfp  thp  nprpccarv 
l  h  c    y  a       /     iijwii    w  c    i  c    y  u  1 1  ly    lu    l  o  rv  ct    l  i  i  c    i  iclcoouI  y 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  what  I'm  saying 

art  i  on 

uv  t  1  vl  Ii 

7 

Harry,  whatever  that's  part  of  --  whether  it  was  a 

7 

And  if  that  means  that  we  have  to  do 

8 

completely  separate  independent  system  or  whether 

8 

1  i  Icp  T   said  hpfnrp     it  npnhahlv  uonlH  nnt  hp  nart 

l  1            1     5a  lw    UCI  UI  C,      IL     (Jl  UUdU  I  y     WUUIU    1  l"J  L     UC    |Jd  1  L 

9 

it  was  part  of  the  FDS  --  you  know,  whatever  it 

9 

of  this  RAFS  not  because  we 1  re  not  goi ng  to  do 

10 

was  --  I  don't  know  that  it  fell  through  the  gaps. 

10 

anyth i ng  about  it,  but  because  we  want  to  complete 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Then  maybe  you  should 

11 

this  package  of  RAPS  things.    And  there  are  a  whole 

12 

take  a  look  at  it,  then. 

12 

Lot  of  other  thinas  that  are  aonna  bp  nrobablv  in  a 

^  v  ^      U  1       V  L  1  1  t  1         L  1  1  1  I  ly  O      V  *  1  CJ  L      MlW      y  Vl  J  J  Id                   L/l  VUuiJ  I  V       III  CI 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    We  can  do 

13 

cpna  ra  t  p  RA  F^     hpcat  icp  t  hppp  ■  s  npw  thinao.  that  arp 

14 

two  things. 

14 

hpinn   aHHprl      hi  it    it'c   nninn   tn  hp  Hps  It   ui  th        Ri  it 
1 1  ly  auucu  ,    uu  l    i  t,  o  yu  1 1  ly    l<j  utr  uca  i  i   w  i  lii  .      du  l 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  have  to  look  at  it 

15 

we  want  to  go  back  and  see,  first  of  all,  if 

16 

to  see  if  the  people  ■■  if  this  was  a  planned  thing 

16 

there's  a  need  to  deal  with  it  in  thp  first  nEarp 

v  I  1  ^  1  \^     o     cj     1  l^fj      L  U     Utu  I      n  1  VII      IL      III      L  H  C      1    I  I  o  L  Uluu^a 

17 

that  wasn't  really  in  the  ground. 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    That's  great.  From 

18 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    That's  my  question. 

18 

vour  comments     it   lust  sounded  litcp  vou  wptp  sort 

J  U  U  1        UUIIIIIIdJLO,                    J  UO  I      OUUI  lUCkJ      L    I  r\  C      J  \J\Jt      Yi^Z  \    \Z      OU|  t 

19 

are  you  planning  to  do  that? 

19 

of  riding  on  the  fact  that  the  preliminary 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

20 

assessment  didn't  nush  this  to  thp  RT  and 

OOOtOOIIItl  1  L      U  1  UI  1      L      IJUOII       L  I  1  1  O       LU      L  I  J  C      l\  1   ,       Gl  lu 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Oh,  good. 

21 

therefore    it  was  not  worth  lookina  into 

(-  1  1  t—  1    ^—  1        1         ,        IL      "UO      1  IV  I      WUI     Lll       I  VUI\  1  1  ly       1  1  1  LU  ■ 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  thought  I  made 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  it  may  not 

23 

that  clear.    Obviously,  I  didn't  make  it  clear 

23 

have    but   i  t  mav  not  have  for  a  anod  rpason    and  wp 

1  IU  »  V  |                I.        IL      IIIU  /      Hvl      NUVW       J  U  1        u      y  UUU      1    CUOUI  1  j       CJ  1  l<J      inl  LJ 

24 

enough.    We  are  committed  to  reviewing  any  and  all 

24 

have  to  go  back  and  check.     For  example,  if  we  get 

25 

information  that  comes  in  from  any  persons  on  the 

25 

all  the  field  notes  from  the  authors  who  put 

1 

together  the  enhanced  PA  together,  maybe  it  would 

52 

1 

to  be  slow. 

2 

answer  that  question.    Maybe  all  of  that  stuff  was 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK-     It's  iust  a  auestion 

3 

ciaa  un  and  cleaned  ur>  whpn  thpv  hui  I  t  thp  npu 

3 

T'rn  unrn'pd   that    it   wni  i !  d  hp  cnmp  t  h  inn   wp'pp  nninn 

i     111    null    1  CU.     LI  Id  I      IL     WUUIU    UC    OUIIIG  L  1  1  1  1  ly    nC     1  C    y  U  1  1  ly 

4 

commissary.    I  don't  know. 

L, 

to  takp  into  cons i dp rat i on    berausp  wp  don ' t  want 

LU      L  U  f\  ^       1  1  1  L  U      UUI  lo  1  UCI    U  L  1  Ul  1  ,       Ut^UUOt      rl          UUI  1       L      Nul  11 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I'm  just 

5 

to  embark  on  another  RI  that  is  goi  ng  to  be  four  or 

6 

uncomfortable. 

6 

f  i ve  years  down  the  road  get t i ng  to  a  rod  when  what 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I  have  an  issue.  If 

7 

we  need  t o  do  is  i mp I ement  the  Crissy  Field  plan. 

8 

things  were  coming  up  now  with  the  ERI  review  and 

8 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  Mark  is  going 

9 

dealt  with  either  by  looking  into  it  or  doing 

9 

to  submi t  his  things  so  you  guys  are  going  to  have 

10 

something  to  expedite  looking  at  it,  then  that's 

10 

to  take  a  look  at  it.    Comment  over  here. 

11 

going  to  be  really  important  for  the  park  because 

11 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:     Wilheit,  again,  DTSC. 

12 

the  Crissy  Field  plan  is  moving  forward  with  the 

12 

Tf's  imnortant  tn  keen  in  mind  for  folks  not  on!v 

1  v     O      IlllkVUI    lull  I      LU     NCCU      III     IllltlU*      IUI        1  v  t  NO     11UL  U1ILY 

13 

assumption  that  this  FARS  is  on  a  certain  schedule. 

13 

that  are  here  and  now  but  peop I e  Like  before  or 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    But  everything 

14 

what  not  ~~  the  Army  will  never,  as  far  as  the 

15 

mentioned  there  is  like  a  fuel  problem  or  like  a 

15 

State  of  California  is  concerned,  the  Army  will 

16 

fuel  that  isn't  even  in  the  current  RI.    It's  sort 

16 

never  be  like  off  the  hook  for  the  Presidio.  They 

17 

of  a  separate  program. 

17 

are  the  responsible  party,  and  even  if  you  went 

18 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    How  do  you  know 

18 

back  later,  even  i f  we  mi ssed  someth i ng .    I  mean 

19 

it's  not  mixed? 

19 

it's  qui  te  poss i bL e,  I ook  how  many  bui Id i ngs  you ' ve 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    If  some  of  these 

20 

got ,  I ook  how  many  gas  I i nes  ~~  gosh ,  you  got  so 

21 

things  are  coming  out,  I  don't  think  we  can 

21 

much  -    Just  by  sheer  vo I ume,  j ust  by  sheer  amount 

22 

automatically  assume  that  we  can  put  on  a  slow  or 

22 

of  things  that  are  here,  it's  possible  that  you  can 

separate  track  if  they  can  address  it  in  the  RI. 

23 

mi ss  snmpth i na      That  dopsn ' t  mpan  that  it  was 

Hi  i  J  J     £>UIML7Llllliya           MIC3L     UvwOI  1     v     lllwull      LJJC3L      IL  rlOo 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     But  you're  making 

24 

wrong.    What  it  means  is,  they  still  have  to  be 

25 

the  assumption,  Roberta,  that  the  tracks  are  going 

25 

here,  they  still  have  to  come  back,  and  they  have 
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1  to  fix  this  and  that,  and  there  are  mechanisms  in 

2  place  to  do  that. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    That's  fine. 

4  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Wait  a  minute,  Roberta, 

5  I  have  the  floor.    The  important  thing  is  that  we 

6  have  a  proper  investigation  in  the  beginning  which 

7  we  have,    we  have  pretty  good  checks  on  it  --  we 

8  have  pretty  good  checks  and  balances.    What  we 

9  might  have,  and  I  might  put  this  to  John  --  what 

10  things  do  we  have  that  we  can  go  back?    Do  we  need 

11  to  put  another  mechanism  in  place  to  go  back  and 

12  make  sure  we  did  the  very  best  job  we  could?  What 

13  can  we  do  to  increase  confidence  for  ourselves? 

14  You  might  be  confident  there,  but  from  your 

15  position,  from  what  you  know  about  it.    But  maybe 

16  the  other  guy  says  you're  not  working  with  it  that 

17  much,  what  not.    What  are  we  having  in  place  where 

18  we  can  check  the  checkers,  or  i.e.  recheck  it  to 

19  make  sure  we  didn't  miss  something?    We  have  our 

20  numbers.    We  can  make  our  judgments;  we  are  to  that 

21  place  now.    How  can  we  --  John  to  make  sure  that 

22  our  level  of  confidence  is  that  we  did  our  due 

23  diligence? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     Well,  this  whole 

25  process  here  is  part  of  that  checking. 
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1  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    But,  John,  it's  not 

2  fair,  actually,  to  make  folks  dig  through  a  big 

3  pile  of  paper  to  come  up  with  one  little  gas  line 

4  or  what  not.    How  can  they  take  away  the  whole 

5  thing?    What  can  we  do  to  inspire  that  on  top  of 

6  what  we've  done  so  far?    How  can  we  check  the 

7  checkers?    That's  what  I'm  trying  to  ask. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  don't  know.  I'd 

9  have  to  think  about  that. 

10  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    I  think  it's  a  fair 

11  question  or  I  wouldn't  have  asked  it. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  I  think  the 

13  process  of  checking  the  checkers  is  actually  going 

14  on  here  at  this  table,  and  I  think  part  of  the 

15  concern  that  Roberta  has  spoken  about  of  how  fast 

16  and  how  slow  this  process  works  is  the  confidence 

17  that  we,  around  this  table  and  individual 

18  organizations  representing  public  interest  have 

19  with  the  quality  of  representation.    There  are  lots 

20  of  ways  this  process  can  grind  to  a  halt  if  we  are 

21  unsatisfied  with  the  quality  of  the  documentation. 

22  And  so,  I  think  the  question  really  comes 

23  down  to  the  fact  that  we  need  to  have  a  higher 

24  confidence  level  that  the  comments  that  we're 

25  making  are  going  to  be  answered  will  be  answered  in 
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1  full,  and  if  you  go  back  and  ask  Usathama  and  ask 

2  Usathama  why  this  wasn't  brought  into  the  process, 

3  we  get  a  very,  very  clear  answer,  and  not  just  a 

4  "comment  noted."    And  it  just  was  selected  out  for 

5  a  very,  very  bland  and  short  reason.    We'd  like  to 

6  know  fully  why  a  site  was  selected  out,  what  kinds 

7  of  criteria  was  used  for  a  site  being  selected  out 

8  so  that  we  can  be  sure  that  this  process  deserves 

9  to  go  on.    And  that's  fundamentally  the  bottom  line 

10  what  we're  talking  about  here. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  think  to  respond  to 

12  that,  our  comment  is  we  tried  to  avoid  having 

13  "comment  noted."    I  think  you'll  find  very  few  of 

14  those  in  our  response  package.    So  I  don't  think  we 

15  just,  you  know,  disregarded  things  in  your 

16  comments.    We  put  a  lot  of  effort  into  those  and 

17  tried  to  respond  substantially,  you  know. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    With  all  do  respect, 

19  John.    You  know,  there's  a  lot  of  ways  to  write  a 

20  "comment  noted"  comment.    And  when  we  looked  at  the 

21  responses  that  we  got  from  a  lot  of  comments  that 

22  our  colleagues  got  around  the  table  --  a  lot  of 

23  what  the  sense  that  we  got  was  "comment  noted." 

24  And  I  think  that's  partially  why  we  asked  for  this 

25  workshop.    And  I  think  one  of  the  messages  that  the 


1  Army  has  to  take  back  is  that  people  are  extremely 

2  concerned  about  the  content  of  the  document,  the 

3  content  of  the  comments  back,  why  Mark  needs  to  go 

4  into  historical  record  data  when,  in  fact, 

5  organizations  like  mine.  The  Sierra  Club,  raised 

6  these  issues  five  years  ago  --  and  you  were  sitting 

7  around  the  table  then  --  and  basically  brought 

8  these  issues  up,  and  still  we're  dealing  with  these 

9  same  issues.    So  I  think  that  a  little  bit  more  is 

10  going  to  be  necessary  in  terms  of  pulling  this 

11  packet  out  of  the  fire. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BERNARD-POWERS:     Can  I  jump 

13  in  here. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BERNARD-POWERS:     I'm  glad 

16  that  you  said  that  because  being  in  a  higher 

17  education  institution,  I  read  reports  that  I  -- 

18  frankly,  when  I  first  picked  up  the  RI  responses  I 

19  thought  they  weren't  carefully  done  and  that 

20  somebody  had  gone  through  some  trouble.     But  the 

21  bottom  line  is  the  tone  of  the  language  --  the  way 

22  the  language  was  used  in  the  document  basically 

23  says,  "No.    Yes,  but  no."    And  I  was  dazzled  by 

24  that  because  of  the  extents  and  the  time  that 

25  people  have  gone  through,  both  in  creating  the  RI 
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and  in  bringing  people  together  over  a  period  of 
time  and  creating  a  place  for  response. 

I  just  thought,  for  openers,  that  the 
responses  would  have  been  a  little  bit  more 
friendly,  and  at  some  point  that  somebody  would 
say,  "That's  a  very  good  point.    I'm  glad  that  you 
brought  that  up"  in  language  that  would  basically 
say,  "We  hear  you.    We've  heard  what  you've  said." 

And  I  don't  read  military  documents  a 
lot.    I  actually  worked  for  the  DOD  a  long  time 
ago,  and  I'm  sure  they  weren't  English  majors  that 
I  was  surrounded  with,  and  I'm  certainly  convinced 
of  that  reading  this  document.    I  don't  even  think 
I  have  a  question,  but  I  have  a  concern  about  the 
tone  of  the  document  and  what  basically  is  almost 
an  adversarial  process  that  is  set  up  by  virtue  of 
that,  and  to  bring  all  of  these  people  to  sit 
around  the  table  and  say,  "We've  got  some  really 
important  stuff."    It's  the  tone  that  concerns  me. 

It  seems  to  be  that,  "No,  I  don't  want  to 
hear  about  these  or  whatever  your  objections  are, 
because  we're  on  a  time  schedule.    We've  got  to 
keep  this  going."    So  there's  something  that 
undermines  what  is  a  very  good  process  that's  been 
set  up  and  great  expense  to  a  lot  of  people. 
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That's  one  of  my  eloquent-on-the- table, 
aren' t-you-g I  ad- 1 -said- that- comment . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you  for  your 
comments,  Jean.    It's  8:35.    We  perhaps  could  take 
a  few  minutes  for  a  break.    Would  that  be 
appropriate?    Is  that  what  people  want  to  do?  Let 
me  just  see  if  people  do  want  to  take  a  break  now. 
Or  do  you  want  to  continue  with  the  process?  Keep 
going.    Keep  going,  all  right.    Yes.    Okay,  we're 
going  to  keep  going.    Feel  free  then  to  get  up  and 
get  a  refreshment,  if  you  need  to. 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    The  question  I  had 
was  just  when  we  were  talking  about  a  tank  in  the 
9,000  pipes  that  you  brought  up  here.    Is  that  a 
gasoline  distribution  line  that's  distinct  and 
separate  from  a  fuel  distribution  line? 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    That's  my 
understanding. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     I  would  say  it's 
separate  and  distinct. 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     Okay,  all  right. 

KURT  DANDY:    Let  me  introduce  myself.  My 
name  is  Kurt  Dandy.    I 'm  from  Fort  Ord.    I  heard 
some  interesting  questions  asked,  and  I  was 
wondering,  do  we  have  an  opportunity  to  ask  or  make 
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a  comment? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Let  me  suggest  this 
Kurt,  I  think  you  do.    The  folks  around  the  table 
have  prepared  to  a  certain  degree. 

KURT  DANDY:     I  just  thought  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  get  some  understanding  of  where  you 
are.    I  heard  some  questions  asked  and  I'd  like  to 
get  a  comment  or  some  follow  up,  because  we  are 
going  to  deal  with  the  very  issues  that  you're 
dealing  with  very  soon,  and  I  think  I'd  like  to 
hear  some  comments  on  that. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  that  would  be 
real ly  great. 

KURT  DANDY:    So  give  me  the  signal  when 
it's  an  appropriate  time. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I'd  like  to  make  sure 
I  get  around  the  table  once,  and  then  we'll  do 
that. 

KURT  DANDY:    All  right.    Thank  you. 
BOARDMEMBER  BUCK: 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Going  back  to  lead 
on  Crissy  Field,  I'm  unclear.    If  we  don't  know 
what  lead  is  from  leaded  gas,  and  we  don't  know 
what  lead  there  is  from  Army  activities,  I'm 
unclear  how  we  decide  how  to  repute  liability  for 


1  clean  up.    Is  it  just  like  if  it's  within  two  feet? 

2  And  secondly,  the  people  who  are  living  right  next 

3  door,  you  know,  blowing  dirt,  or  use  other  means  of 

4  transport.    Has  any  risk  to  nearby  neighbors  from 

5  past  Army  activities  been  assessed? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I  guess  in  the 

7  evaluation  of  the  risk  assessment  it  has  been 

8  focused  on  a  site.    So  to  the  extent  that  you  say  a 

9  neighbor  living  on  one  of  these  streets,  what  is 

10  the  risk  to  him?    I  don't  think  --  we  haven't  done 

11  that,  but  I  think  through  the  process  of  looking  at 

12  on-site  receptors  is  a  pretty  good  indication  of 

13  what  is  happening  in  the  neighborhood. 

14  As  far  as  the  liability  for  the  lead 

15  clean  up,  I  think  we  are  proceeding  as  if  we  are 

16  responsible  for  conducting  the  clean  up  from  the 

17  lead.    We  can't  distinguish  any  outside  sources. 

18  But  Calvin,  you  might  have  a  prospective. 

19  CALVIN  WILHEIT:     Calvin  Wilheit,  DTSC. 

20  Ma'am,  maybe  I  can  give  you  a  bit  of  an  idea  about 

21  where  the  lead  number  comes  from  and  how  you  can 

22  think  about  it.    The  300  parts  per  million  is  like 

23  the  Army's  lead  number  --  I  must  tell  you  that's 

24  extraordinarily  restrictive.    I  don't  mean  to 

25  advertise  it,  I  am  just  telling  you  as  a  fact.  The 
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1  U.S.  EPA  preliminary  remedial  goal  is  400  --  maybe 

2  you  got  400  or  300.    I  was  taught  that  300  is  less 

3  than  400,  but  from  a  toxicological  view,  it's  no 

4  different. 

5  The  important  thing  about  that  is  for  the 

6  residential  number,  the  lead  comes  from  60  percent. 

7  And  this  is  the  assumption  inside  making  the 

8  number,  60  percent  of  the  lead.    I'm  not  worried 

9  about  the  lead  in  the  dirt.    What  you're  worried 

10  about  is  the  lead  in  the  people's  blood  that  lives 

11  at  the  house,  okay.    So  it  goes  backwards  from 

12  blood  leads  to  dirt.    To  get  that  number,  60 

13  percent  --  fully  60  percent  of  it  comes  from  eating 

14  vegetables  that  were  grown  in  the  dirt  at  that 

15  house  and  the  people  in  that  house  must  consume  100 

16  percent  from  their  vegetables  from  that  dirt.  So 

17  the  answer  is  even  the  direct  eating  of  the  dirt  in 

18  the  backyard  contributes  no  more  than  three 

19  percent. 

20  So  a  lot  of  time  folks  will  ask  questions 

21  like  how  long  is  the  kid  there  and  how  much  dirt 

22  does  the  kid  eat  and  what  not?    That  is  not  the 

23  thing  that  determines  it;  like  dirt  clean  up 

24  numbers.    Dirt  clean  up  numbers  --  the  most  that 

25  contributes  to  a  dirt  clean  up  number,  exposure. 
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1  risk  equals  dose  times  potency  --  tike  how  an 

2  toxicant  is.    The  dose  part  contributes  no  more 

3  than  about,  for  most  carcinogens  or  what  not,  10%. 

4  Lead  is  as  high  as  60%,  but  the  dirt  clean  up 

5  number  comes  from  the  eaten  vegetables  that  were 

6  grown  there.    That's  implicit  in  that.    And  if  we 

7  don't  have  eating  carrots  or  what  not  or 

8  boysenberries  or  what  not,  it  just  doesn't  fit. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     But  in  this 

10  location  we're  also  worried  about  the  ecological 

11  risks. 

12  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    That's  fine.  That's 

13  fine.    Let  me  finish  --  I  have  the  floor.  The 

14  important  thing  is  where  the  numbers  come  from. 

15  And  if  folks  don't  know  where  the  numbers  come 

16  from,  they  cannot  make  an  intelligent  decision 

17  about  it.    You  can  go  and  you  can  pick  up  birds 

18  eggs  or  what  not,  but  that's  a  separate  discussion 

19  over  these  questions  that  are  asked  here.  She's 

20  asking  about  dirt  blowing  onto  the  neighbors. 

21  These  are  people  numbers.    Let's  keep  the  things 

22  separate. 

23  If  you  don't  carry  all  the  baggage  with 

24  you  all  the  time,  you  run  the  risk  of  making  either 

25  one  or  two  things.    And  this  happens  all  the  time 
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1  in  this  business.    You  can  make  the  number  be  too 

2  restrictive  or  you  can  make  it  too  lenient.  Don't 

3  make  those  mistakes.    This  place  is  too  important; 

4  it's  too  important,  and  it's  too  high  profile. 

5  Let's  not  mess  up.     Let's  carry  the  baggage  with 

6  us.    Know  why  you're  making  the  numbers. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Now,  did  we  get  your 

8  question? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Well,  I  understand 

10  what  he's  saying.    It's  limited;  it's  a  limited 

11  answer. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Yes,  Arlene? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:     I  didn't  get  to  ask 

14  my  question. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We're  coming  to  you. 

16  You're  still  on  the  list.    We  started  in  your  seat, 

17  actually,  so  you're  going  to  be  the  last. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:  Okay. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I 'm  trying  to  keep  the 

20  dialogue  open.    Certainly,  if  any  of  the  three  of 

21  you  have  a  question  for  the  community,  you  know,  if 

22  that  seems  appropriate  to  you,  of  any  kind.    I  mean 

23  that's  what  we're  here  to  do,  to  keep  the  dialogue 

24  going.    So  perhaps,  I  don't  know.    "Why  are  you 

25  asking  us  these  questions,"  might  be  a  perfect 


1  question. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  a  good 

3  question. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  can  answer  that 

5  question,  I'm  sure.     But  I  just  want  to  make  that 

6  equally  available  to  you.    I  mean,  it's  up  to  you. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  actually  have  a 

8  couple  questions  or  one  question. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Take  three  for  the 

10  three  of  you. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I ' m  concerned  about 

12  the  issue  you  brought  up  about  based  on  your 

13  interpretation  of  the  Army's  responses,  that  they 

14  seem  to  be  adversarial  in  tone  and  that  type  of 

15  thing.    I  did  not  get  that  flavor  from  the 

16  responses.    Perhaps  it  is  because  I  am  more 

17  familiar  with  the  way  that  the  Army  technical 

18  supporting  sees  responding  comments  and  things  like 

19  that.    But  if  you  compared  how  we  responded  to 

20  comments  on  this  remedial  investigation  report  and 

21  how  we  responded  to  comments  on  other  documents  and 

22  things  that  we've  sent  out  for  review  and  compare 

23  that  to  the  way,  say,  the  bridge  districts, 

24  contractors  responded  to  comments  in  particular, 

25  RAB  comments,  that's  what  I  consider  adversarial 
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comments  because  they  literally  put  "comment  noted" 
in  their  responses  to  public  comments.    And  again, 
I  think  I  did  not  get  that  flavor  --  you  did,  but 
the  fact  that  you  have  that  brings  some  concern  to 
me.    But  my  question  is,  Michael  or  Calvin,  did  you 
guys  as  regulators  who  have  reviewed  thousands,  and 
thousands  of  comments  of  military  organization 
responses  to  comments,  did  you  get  an  adversarial 
flavor  in  our  responses?    And  secondly,  do  you  feel 
that  the  Army's  responses  adequately  answered  your 
questions?    And  then  in  the  cases  where  they 
didn't,  are  you  bringing  those  questions  here  to 
the  table  tonight  to  get  further  clarification  on 
those  answers  or  responses  to  your  questions?  So 
how  about  you  Mike. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  get  to  go  first.  Of 
all  the  sites  that  I've  worked  on  --  I  know  it 
sounds  like  it's  a  lot  but  I've  also  worked  on  DOD 
sites  --  I  have  not  seen  any  other  DOD  put  more 
effort  into  their  responses  to  the  comments.  But 
you  know,  I  think  the  tone  could  be  better.  I 
mean,  it's  not  that  I'm  terribly  offended  by  the 
tone.    A  lot  of  people  sitting  here  have  seen  that 
tone  for  the  first  time,  and  I've  seen  that  tone 
with  other  kinds  of  comments. 
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And  I  think  just  to  sound  philosophical 
for  a  moment  here,  it's  --  when  you're  in  the 
position  of  conducting  the  work  and  people  are 
responding  to  comments,  and  then  you  kind  of  know 
you're  on  track,  you  know  what  you  need  to  do.  You 
want  to  get  it  done;  you  want  to  get  it  over  with. 
There  is  an  inclination  to  dismiss,  to  sound 
dismissive  in  your  responses  to  the  comments.  I 
don't  know  how  you  avoid  that  except  perhaps  have  a 
situation  where  you've  got  a  totally  neutral  third 
party  doing  a  tone  review  of  the  comments. 

I  guess  the  point  I'm  trying  to  make  is 
that  it's  --  there  have  been  very  few  times  that 
I've  seen  a  tone  that  I'm  really  satisfied  with. 
But  I  do  want  to  repeat,  again,  that  I've  never 
seen  another  DOD  put  more  effort  into  the  comments 
on  this  site.    Maybe  I've  reviewed  so  many 
responses  and  comments  that  I've  probably  gotten 
used  to  this.     I  mean,  I'm  sympathetic  to  your 
comment  about  tone. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERNARD -POWERS:     I  get  that 
because  it's  a  judgment. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    If  you  disagree  --  I 
mean,  if  you  read  a  comment  get  a  direction  of 
comments  going  --  and  perhaps  you're  thinking  or 
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suggesting  they  didn't  do  quite  a  good  enough  job 
here.    The  English  language  is  a  powerful  thing,  it 
really  is,  and  you've  got  to  try  to  get  past  the 
tone  and  try  to  get  down  to  essence.     I  don't  think 
that's  a  very  healthy  response.    It's  the  voice  of 
experience  looking  to  many. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    With  respect  to 
essence,  that's  kind  of  part  two.    Do  you  feel  that 
at  least  for  the  EPA's  comments  that  the  Army 
adequately  answered  your  comments  or  responded  to 
your  comments? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    No.    We're  going  to 
have  to  rehash  some  of  them. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    But  that  always 


happens. 


process. 


process. 


BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Right.  That's  the 
BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Right.    That's  the 


BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I'd  just  like  to  say 
now  --  I'll  apologize  right  now.    I  tried  to  get 
ahead  of  things  and  maybe  I  get  so  used  to  it. 
Michael  was  saying,  maybe  the  tone  was  not  apparent 
to  me.    It  was  not  intended  to  be  dismissive.  We 


1  did  put  a  lot  of  effort  in  that,  but  obviously,  it 

2  didn't  come  across  right. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BERNARD -POWERS:     It's  evident 

4  there's  so  much  what  I've  seen.    It  was  very  --  in 

5  a  sense  --  carefully  written  but  you  know  what's 

6  going  on  here.    We  have  two  subcultures  coming 

7  together,  and  we  have  two  uses  of  language.    And  I 

8  think  there's  something  to  be  said  from  learning 

9  from  each  other.    One,  I  suppose  that  somebody 

10  comes  in  from  the  community  and  says,  "Excuse  me, 

11  but  that's  not  very  civil."    And  the  Army  says, 

12  "No.    We  always  talk  that  way."    And  you  say, 

13  "Well,  there  are  other  ways  to  talk.    There  are 

14  lots  of  other  ways  to  talk." 

15  Maybe  we  can  learn  from  each  other  and  do 

16  a  little  shifting  and  besides  getting  the  document 

17  we  get  a  little  bit  more  understanding  of  how  we 

18  communicate,  and  that  would  be  --  I  just  think  it 

19  would  be  a  good  thing.    That's  what  happens  when  we 

20  are  subcultural ly  mixed. 

21  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Perhaps  if  I  --  Wilheit, 

22  again,  DTSC.    The  important  thing  is  to  place  into 

23  prospective  in  the  big  spectrum,  the  kinds  -- 

24  Michael  told  us  that  he's  mostly  reviewed  the  very 

25  easy  and  cushy  military  bases. 
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1  Most  of  my  business,  on  the  other  hand, 

2  is  with  private  potentially  responsible  or 

3  responsible  parties  all  the  way  from  chemical 

4  companies  to  Cal  Trans.    Most  of  my  business  is 

5  done  with  attorneys.    By  contrast,  what  the  Army  is 

6  like  is  a  valentine.    The  important  thing  is,  let's 

7  look  beyond  what  the  language  was;  let's  look 

8  beyond,  and  let's  try  to  see  what  the  data  are  and 

9  how  the  Army  handled  it.    I  don't  care  if  they  sent 

10  me  a  valentine  or  not.    The  important  thing  is  what 

11  do  we  have?    What's  the  numbers?    What's  the 

12  process  that  happened?    How  much  confidence  do  the 

13  referees,  that  is,  the  DTSC  and  EPA. 

14  You're  addressing  your  comments  not  only 

15  to  the  Army,  who  is  the  responsible  party  here,  but 

16  also  to  the  referees.    If  the  referees  made  a  call 

17  that  the  ball  is  not  in  bounds  but  you  think  the 

18  ball  is  in  bounds  or  the  ball  is  out  of  bounds  and 

19  we  think  the  ball  is  in  bounds,  that's  where  the 

20  comments  need  to  be  directed  --  not  necessarily  to 

21  the  players  on  the  floor.    The  important  thing  is 

22  our  impression,  and  I  can  speak  for  Romy  as  well  as 

23  myself,  they've  done  a  heroic  job.    This  is  really 

24  a  tough  site.    The  reason  it  is  a  tough  site  is 

25  because  of  the  geology  and  because  of  the  impact  of 
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1  the  city  on  it. 

2  We  have  to  look  at  not  only  what  did  the 

3  Army  do  there.    We  have  to  separate  Army  activity 

4  as  much  as  we  can.    Not  to  say  there  will  be  gray 

5  areas,  and  it's  up  to  you  folks  to  get  your 

6  comments  in  --  but  it  will  be  gray.    They've  done  a 

7  good  job.    I  think  what  we  need  to  do  is  we  don't 

8  need  to  get  bogged  down  in  whether  John  needs  to 

9  take  sensitivity  training  since  he's  from  Maryland, 

10  which  I  think  is  actually  clash  of  the  cultures. 

11  It's  more  than  the  Army  in  me,  but  maybe  John,  you 

12  can  send  your  guys  a  little  extra  Army  money  and 

13  send  them  to  California  for  training. 

14  The  important  thing  is,  does  our  data  and 

15  the  methods  that  we  used  that  the  Army  used,  do 

16  they,  in  fact,  meet  what  the  rule  book  says?  I 

17  think  with  some  exceptions,  and  those  will  be 

18  coming  forward  from  the  referees.    And  you  folks 

19  need  to  get  your  comments  in  to  the  referees.  If 

20  we  missed  something,  we  need  you  folks  to  point  it 

21  out. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you.     I  just 

23  probably  --  usually  I  find  myself  able  to  deal  with 

24  most  things,  but  I  guess  I  personally  need  to 

25  respond  to  you  on  this.    I've  really  asked  a  lot  of 
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1  people  to  go  by  a  certain  process,  and  you've  had  a 

2  lot  of  time  to  respond  to  things.    And  one  thing 

3  that  is  going  on  here,  in  addition  to  the  science 

4  is  that  a  community  is  trying  to  communicate  with 

5  regulators  and  the  military.    And  there  is  ongoing 

6  discussion  at  military  bases  across  the  country. 

7  And  these  same  issues  come  up,  so  they  can't  be 

8  sort  of  dismissed  that  quickly.    But  I  appreciate 

9  your  comments. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Also,  just  to 

11  continue  on  with  that  thought,  there  are  some  of  us 

12  that  spent  a  lot  of  time  evaluating  documents  from 

13  the  military  at  different  sites,  and  we  get  a 

14  chance  to  talk  to  the  military  a  lot,  hear  the  tone 

15  a  lot,  go  through  these  discussions.    And  while 

16  Michael  may  have  the  opportunity  to  hash  out  his 

17  differences  with  the  Army  in  terms  of  the  comments 

18  on  the  documents  at  RPM  meetings,  we  get  one,  maybe 

19  two  shots  at  the  apple.    And  so,  when  we  go 

20  ahead  --of  course,  99%  of  us  here  are 

21  volunteers  --  and  so  when  we  take  our  shots,  our 

22  shots  are  very  important  to  us.    So,  when  the  tone 

23  comes  across  like  it's  not  a  matter  of  California 

24  sensitivity,  it's  a  part  of  taking  your  partners  in 

25  this  process  seriously,  and  taking  a  lot  of  time  to 


1  review  the  comments. 

2  Such  comments  that  pass  legal  muster  is  a 

3  different  thing  than  taking  the  comments  seriously, 

4  because  we  do  respect  the  comments  that  we're 

5  getting  from  the  comentators.    And  while  I  think 

6  that  the  main  individuals  at  this  table  do  respect 

7  the  comentators  at  this  table,  there  is  a  thread 

8  that  runs  through  these  comments.    There  is  a 

9  thread  that  runs  through  every  individual  document 

10  we  reviewed  --  and  I'll  invite  you  to  my  office  and 

11  show  you  how  many  damn  documents  we  reviewed  on 

12  this  crap. 

13  And  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  there 

14  is  this  vein  that  runs  through  for  the  lack  of 

15  respect  to  their  partners  and  community  partners 

16  involved  in  this  process.     I  think  that's  something 

17  that  DTSC,  that  EPA,  and  the  Army  needs  to  hear 

18  very,  very  carefully.     I  mean,  we  take  this  process 

19  seriously;  the  people  around  this  table  take  this 

20  process  seriously.    They  deserve  the  same  kind  of 

21  respect  back  that  you  get  back,  because  these 

22  people  --  every  time  they  step  into  this  room,  we 

23  give  you  respect.    They  say,  "We  respect  you  enough 

24  to  be  here  to  take  part  of  this  process  and  give 

25  you  our  best  and  honest  thinking,"  and  I  think 
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that's  something  people  really  need  to  understand. 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     I'd  like  to  make  a 
comment  here  as  the  other  regulatory  body  in  the 
room.    I've  worked  at  both  DOD  sites,  private  sites 
and  I've  also  made  comments  and  responded  to 
comments.    And  while  I  agree  with  Michael  and  the 
others,  these  are  not  the  worse  that  are  around  -- 
they  certainly  aren't  the  best  either,  and  I  think 
the  main  issue  is  not  whether  they're  the  worst  of 
the  worst  or  the  best  of  the  best,  but  whether  they 
are  what  you  deserve  for  your  work,  and  whether 
they  really  answer  the  questions  that  you  ask.  And 
it  doesn't  matter  where  they  fall  in  the  spectrum 
of  good  and  bad. 

If  they  pass  that  measurement,  that's 
what  you  look  at.    And  I've  looked  at  the  response 
from  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  and  the  Army 
and  I  know  that  everybody  else  is  going  to  make 
their  own  decisions. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.     I  guess 
that's  where  we're  at.    Did  you  have  any  other 
questions? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  that's  all. 
FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thanks.     I  guess  it's 
to  me.    We're  to  me  now,  and  my  question  --  it's 
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1  kind  of  around  a  subject.    And  the  subject  is  the 

2  risk  assessment  process.    I  note  and  I  brought  your 

3  response  to  the  regulator's  comments.    There  was  a 

4  whole  lot  of  comments  given  and  responded  to  about 

5  the  risk  assessment,  uncertainty  and  all  of  that 

6  that  goes  into  the  process.    And  instead  of  putting 

7  in  a  lot  of  values  into  an  equation  and  multiplying 

8  all  these  numbers  and  coming  up  with  an  answer,  my 

9  question  and  comment  has  to  do  with  how  much  do  we 

10  emphasize  and  rely  on  this  one  method  to  determine 

11  whether  a  site  should  be,  or  is,  in  fact,  risky  or 

12  just  needs  to  be  cleaned  up  versus  other  means. 

13  And  let  me  just  sort  of  talk  about  one  of 

14  the  other  things  which  is  the  idea  of  community 

15  acceptance.    Now,  how  do  you  measure  community 

16  acceptance?    I  mean  you  either  have  it  or  you  don't 

17  have  it,  or  half  the  community  accepts  it  or  a 

18  quarter  of  it  accepts  it.    I  guess  my  comment  is, 

19  especially  when  it  comes  to  the  risk  assessment, 

20  that  the  community  really  needs  to  understand  the 

21  process,  because  I  think  it's  a  tool  that  is 

22  heavily  relied  on  and  takes  a  lot  of  time  to  get  up 

23  to  speed  on,  and  there  tends  to  be  a  lot  of 

24  misunderstanding  --  a  lot  of  questions  about  it. 

25  So  I  guess  I  wanted  to  start  a  little  bit  of 
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discussion  around  this  reliance  on  risk  assessment 
and  how  a  level  of  confidence  can  be  brought  up 
within  community  people  to  say,  "Yeah,  I'm  willing 
to  go  with  that  set  of  equations.     I  think  all  the 
numbers  that  went  into  it  are  good,  and  I  feel 
solid  about  this  process,"  because  what  happens 
after  that,  we're  asked  to  buy  into  that.    And  then 
as  the  FS  comes  down  the  road,  one  of  the  things 
that's  part  of  that  process  is  the  one  in  10,000  to 
1  in  a  million  risk  range.    One  in  10,000  is  what 
the  Army  is  assigned  to  use  as  a  screening  level, 
and  so  that  says  --  that  sends  a  message  to  me  of 
we're  going  to  use  the  risky  side  of  the  level  to 
screen  sites  on  a  risk  assessment  where  there's  a 
lot  of  questions,  at  least  in  a  lot  of  people's 
minds.    So  that's  a  lot  of  questions  and  commentary 
all  wrapped  into  one,  and  very  difficult  to  respond 
to. 

Let  me  try  to  boil  down  my  questions. 
What's  the  rationale,  I  guess,  for  using  10  to  the 
-4  in  this  process  where  there  are  so  many  comments 
about  a  risk  assessment  that  are  going  on? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I  guess  10  to 
the  -4  is  more  like  an  FS  question.    But  you  have 
an  underlying  question  about  the  process  we  went 


1  through,  correct? 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  understand  that  it's 

3  a  feasibility  study  question.    It  just  seems  to  me 

4  that  so  much  of  the  work  is  done  here  in  this,  in 

5  this  document  here.    Let  me  just  --  in  fact,  I  have 

6  a  map.    I  think  I  provided  these  to  the  Army  at 

7  some  point. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You  did.    Those  are 

9  the  ones  of  Moffit  or  Hunters  Point? 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Hunters  point. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Those  are  the  maps 

12  with  the  colored  squares. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  just  wanted  to  show 

14  this  as  a  --  let  me  find  the  right  one.    No,  this 

15  is  not  the  Kellar  one.    I'll  find  it;  it's  being 

16  prepared.    This  is  a  map  of  Parcel  B  at  the  Hunters 

17  Point  shipyard  and  it's  not  necessarily  going  to 

18  show  any  recognizable  features,  but  what  was  done 

19  in  this  effort  was  take  a  piece  of  property,  form  a 

20  whole  set  of  grids,  a  lot  of  boxes  about  the  size 

21  of  a  lot  that  you  would  buy  or  put  on  a  house  or 

22  something,  and  then  they  went  through  the  risk 

23  assessment  for  data  that  fell  within  this  area. 

24  Now,  the  way  that  I  understand  this  map, 

25  and  since,  you  know  --  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong  -- 
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1  from  you  having  reviewed  it,  there  are  red  colored 

2  dots,  sort  of  pink  colored  squares,  and  then  there 

3  are  --  there's  an  intermediate  red,  and  then  there 

4  are  blue  colors. 

5  The  red,  the  deep  red  are  parcels  that 

6  came  out  to  10  to  the  -2.    So,  X-1  in  a  100  excess 

7  cancer  risk.    So  the  Navy  in  this  location  knows 

8  for  certain  we  have  to  clean  up  the  deep  red 

9  squares.    And  then  the  slightly  lighter  red  is  10 

10  to  the  -3.    And  then,  as  I  recall,  pink  is  10  to 

11  the  -4.    The  Navy  has  to  clean  up,  in  this  case, 

12  all  the  red  stuff. 

13  Now,  the  blue  goes  from  10  to  the  -4  to 

14  10  to  the  -6.    That's  all  this  stuff  that's  in  this 

15  arguable  zone.    All  this  stuff  that  at  least  we're 

16  going  to  talk  about,  and  people  have  a  lot  of 

17  comments  about  their  risk  assessment.    So  this  is 

18  only  the  stuff  how  it  fell  out  in  a  risk  assessment 

19  that  was  questioned.    But  people  can  then  look  at 

20  this  and  say,  "Well,  I  guess  the  blue  stuff  you  may 

21  or  may  not  clean  up."    That's  the  argument,  so  to 

22  speak.    So,  I  guess  what  I'm  talking  about  is  we 

23  don't  really  have  a  display  like  this.    I  kind  of 

24  asked  for  one  knowing  that  that's  a  difficult 

25  process  to  go  through  to  ask  for  a  map,  but  if  we 
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1  don't  have  that  kind  of  understanding  about  the 

2  Presidio,  that  we  can  look  at  it  and  say,  "Okay. 

3  That's  all  the  stuff  that's  going  to  fall  in  that 

4  arguable  risk  range,  10  to  the  -4,  10  to  the  -6." 

5  And  this  was  done  in  their  RI  assessment.  That's 

6  why  I'm  trying  to  ask  the  question  now,  because  it 

7  happened  in  that  phase  of  the  study  there,  and  it 

8  seems  like  it  could  happen  here  for  us. 

9  The  white  was  where  there  was  no  data 

10  taken,  actually.    So  that's  sort  of  my  response  to 

11  a  lot  of  white  space.    A  lot  of  your  responses  to 

12  the  FS  question  --  I'm  not  trying  to  force  the 

13  issue  but  I'm  just  trying  to  get  some  understanding 

14  on  this. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Okay.     First  of  all, 

16  the  underlying  --  you're  absolutely  correct.  There 

17  were  a  lot  of  questions  regarding  the  underlying 

18  methodology  that  was  used  in  the  risk  assessment 

19  and  the  ecology.    As  you  can  see  from  the  number  of 

20  comments,  we  are  going  to  do  some  revisions  to  the 

21  risk  assessment  based  on  that.    So  I  guess  my  hope 

22  is  that  we  can  put  questions  regarding  the 

23  methodology  that  was  used  to  calculate  whatever 

24  number  you  come  up  with  and  something  that 

25  everybody  has  competence  in.    You  know,  the  risk 
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1  assessment  f  rom  the  EPA  and  the  DTSC  has  given  us  a 

2  lot  of  information,  and  we  are  hopefully  going  to 

3  have  that  done. 

4  Now,  I  guess  we  were  thinking  that  the 

5  posting  maps  showing  the  actual  concentrations 

6  would  be  most  useful  and  whether  we  could  do  a  map 

7  similar  to  that,  like  an  overview  --  you  said  those 

8  were  on  the  grid.    What  was  the  grid  size  on  that? 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    2500  square  foot. 

10  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Calvin  excuse  me,  what's 

11  the  total  size?    These  guys  got  how  many  acres? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  1500. 

13  CALVIN  WILHEIT:    How  many  acres  do  you 

14  have  there?    Is  it  do-able? 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  suppose  what  the 

16  Army  is  already  doing  --  they  have  identified 

17  sites.    I'm  not  necessarily  asking  for  risk 

18  assessment  between  all  the  sites,  you  know,  grid 

19  the  entire  Presidio  for  use,  but  perhaps  some  sort 

20  of  gridding  of  the  sites  might  be  helpful. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    But  to  answer  that 

22  question,  with  regard  to  the  size  that's  Parallel  B 

23  and  Hunters  Point,  we're  expecting  the  entire 

24  facility,  500+  acres  to  be  grided  that  way.  And 

25  we're  also  making  requests  that  other  sites  like 


1  Mare  Island  which  is  2500  acres,  a  good  thousand 

2  acres  larger  than  this  site  to  be  done  that  same 

3  way.    So  we  don't  think  it's  an  unreasonable 

4  request  to  have  a  good  look  at  the  sites  that  we're 

5  attempting  to  convert  because  there  is  a  huge  use 

6  change  occurring  on  these  sites. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     Can  I  throw  in  two 

8  cents  here?    I  think  you're  asking  something 

9  additional.  I  don't  know  what  you're  getting  at, 
10  but  there  is  a  difference,  I  think,  in  the  RI  and 
11.  the  FS,  which  I  think  is  appropriate,  as  John  said. 

12  But  in  the  RI  you  quantitate  the  risk  and  in  the  FS 

13  you  have  the  risk  management  decision.    Now  that  we 

14  have  quantified  the  risk,  what  is  the  amount  of 

15  risk  that  you  want  to  choose  to  accept  and  look  at? 

16  And  so,  the  inch  thick  pile  of  comments  and 

17  responses  like  that  you've  estimated  didn't  breathe 

18  it  or  how  much  stuff  you  breathe  or  how  long  you 

19  keep  it  in  your  body?    All  those  thousands  of 

20  decisions  that  go  into  answering  the  question.  Did 

21  you  quantitate  it  to  the  best  of  your  ability,  to 

22  the  most  accurate  level  that  you  could? 

23  I  have  some  problems,  myself,  with  the 

24  way  the  risk  is  quantified  --  not  severe  ones.  So 

25  when  I  go  to  the  RI  tables  which  are  in  Section  U, 
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I  th  i  nk  i  s  uh  ptp  aLL   the  r  i  ckc  arp      Tn  mp     that ' c 

*      L 1  1  1  1  llx      IO     111  1 V- 1  V     u  L  L      L  1  1  V     1    I  O  r^.O     al  Wi           I  U                    LNO  I  O 

1 

th  i  c   nnp   tn   TO   DHH   v^rciic   nnp   tn   10  mi  I  I  i  nn   --  anH 
L 1 1  1  b    Ul  IC    LU     1  U ,  UUU    VCl  0U0    Ul  1c    LU     1  U    MM  I  1  1  Ul  1  OIlU 

2 

kind  of  Like  Lookina  at  Section  U  and  Like  Lnnkina 

iv  I  I  i\a     \J  I       i  1  rv  v      w  vVI\  1  1           CI  L                 t  I  Ul  1    U     al  M      l  1  N  w     k              1  1  ly 

2 

mA  V/r~ii=»    v/i"iii    f~      1 1  W     1 1  ict    caw       "Tim     1 1  ic  ^    nnl*    nni  nn    i-  r\ 

mdyutr  yuu  L-uuiu   jubL   bay,      i   ill  jusi   iiul   yu  1  I iy  LU 

3 

at  the  map  your  describing.    Here  are  where  aLL  the 

3 

an^upr   it  " 

a  1  lo  W v  1       1  L  * 

sites  are,  and  I  don't  think  aLL  the  risks  are 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL-     Can  I  aet  a  few 

j 

quant  i  f  i ed  correct ly .    But  when  I  come  to  dec ide. 

5 

nilPQtinnQ      tnn?      niH  vni  i   fin   —    if   vni  i      nnu  the 
i^uco  l  i  ui  io  ,     l  uu ;       l/  i  u    y  uu    y  \j            ii     you    m  iuw  liic 

6 

"So  what  is  the  level  of  risk  that  is  a  risk 

6 

answer  --   thprp  uac  a   lot  nf  uhitp  in  that  Paral  1  pI 

bi  iohci                ^1  1^1  v    nuO    a     LUL     W  t      nl  1  1             III     lllu  L     1  a  1  a  I  1  V  L. 

7 

management  deci  si  on?"    I  th  i  nk  the  answer  to  that 

7 

R   man        Tq   thprp  p    rhvmp   nr    rpacnn   -fnr   uhv  that1 
D    1 1  io     .        lb     Lilcl  c    a    |  iiymc    Ul      1  cdoUl  1    1  Ul     Wliy  LllaL 

8 

is  "WeLL     I*ve  kind  of  aiven  vou  mv  answer  to  that 

8 

thprp   uac   nn   P\/pliiPtinn  dnnp    in   thrice   araac?  T 
L 1 1  tr  I  c   was   I  iu   cvulUal  1  UN  uuilc    111    Hi  Use   al  cab:  1 

9 

because  I've  written  it  in  my  comments.11    I  think 

9 

mpan      ic   thprp  pi  rritpria'? 
iiitoi  i  ^     io    li  i  vi  v    ci    u 1   i  i  v  i   i  a  i 

10 

the  Army  is  not  choosing  the  risk  management  Level 

10 

FACILITATOR  KERN-     There's  auite  a  bit  of 

i  nwiLi  inivix    ivi_  i\  iy  m        i  ii  c  i  v    o    uu  I  l  v    a    u  i  l  ui 

11 

in  the  appropriate  way,     I  think  it  is  difficult  to 

1 1 

add  i  t  i  ona  I    i  nf  or  ma  t  i  on  that1*?  an  i  na  nn  f  nr  t  h  i  q 

Q«u  i  ^  i  uiiai     i  i  ii  ui  uia  i  i  ui  i    viia  i    o    y  u  i  i  iy    uii     iui      Li  u  o 

12 

analyze  the  Presidio,  and  how  we  are  coming  up  with 

12 

oarcel       In  fact     there  were  commpnts  made  about 

f-'U  1    L*  v  *  ■          111      1  U  U  L  ,       LI  IV  1  V     n  V  1  W     LfV/l  iU  II V  1  llo     IIIuVIv     uUUU  L 

13 

the  right  deci s i on.    And  if  all  you 1  re  sayi ng  i s  we 

13 

th  i  q  man  that  nppdc  tn  hp  i  mnrnvpH  i  innn       There '  c. 

Llllo     II  JO  V/     LI  lu  L     1  IL7VVIO      LU     L/C      1  IIILVI  U  V  UU     ULVUI  1  ■          1  1  1 V  1  V  O 

14 

need  a  more  graphical  representation,  well,  maybe 

14 

actual  Lv  data  in  between  some  of  those  arpac  that 

UU  LUQV  l  ^      wU  LU       III               Lnv  VI  1      OUIIIW      Ul        LI  ILlOV      Ul  VUO       L  J  1  U  L 

15 

that's  something  we  can  get.    But  I  think  they  are 

15 

were  found     okav       And  enme  nf  t  hnce  cm la  rpc  a rp 

"  v-  i  v-     i  vvjl  iu  ,     u  rv  a  y  ■        n  i  im    o  ui  I  it    ui      VI 1 UO  v    OvjUQi  v  o    al  v 

16 

separate  questions. 

16 

hoi  nn   rnlnrpH   nraan      cn   thfirei   arp   a    I  nt  n-f 
uc  i  i  iy   uuiui  cu   yi  cell,    bu    Lllcl  c   dl  c   a    lul  Ul 

17 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    There's  no  question  in 

17 

i mnrnvpmpnt q   that   arp  hpinn  marlp  tn   thpep  th?it  1 

UVCIIICIILo     Lilac    al  C    UC  1  liy    illaue    LU     LlltrbC    LllaL  I 

18 

that  Jumble  of  things  that  I  tried  to  skew  out,  but 

18 

di  dn ' t  get  i  nt o . 

19 

there  was  more  than  one  question.    And  I  was  asking 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL-     Mv  auestion  is  it 

UUnj\L/l  ILI  IULI\      l»n  1  IIUL  ■                /      L^U^OLIUII       1  O  i        1  L 

20 

about  a  graphical  representation.     I  was  also 

20 

wasn't  a  ranHnrn  chnt? 

naoii    l    a    i  oi  iuuiii    o  1 1  u  l  ; 

21 

t ryi ng  to  get  into  toni ght's  discussi on  about  the 

21 

FACILITATOR  KERN-     No    no      There  are 

1  nV  1  L  1  1  A 1  Ul\     M-IMl  «          liU,      IIU»           1  llvl  v     a  1  C 

22 

risk  management  issue.    There's  no  doubt  that  I  was 

22 

ci  tpc«    thprp  arp  enpr i  f  l  r   c; i  imc 

OJ    L  C  O  ,        LI  1  VI    V      OI    W      OUVUI    1    IU  bUlllbs 

23 

trying  to  do  that,  and  I  did  my  best  to  get  it  in, 

23 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL-     All   riaht  Ue 

uurn\Lvi  iL.1  iu l. i\    iiri  i  iill  ■       ni  i    i   i  y  1 1  l  .  wc 

24 

but  I  haven't  really  heard  an  answer.    Maybe  people 

24 

already  have  that  information  on  the  Presidio. 

25 

aren't  going  to  answer  me,  but  the  rationale  for 

25 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes. 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Okay,  back  to  your 

84 

1 

on  the  a<^ c;nr i a t pH  ri^k   that  havp  hppn  ra  1  nil  a t pH 

UII      L  1  1 V     UOOvL-  1  u  LvU     1    1  ON      LliaL     1  1  u  V  V     k/CCI  1  UaLUULuLLTU 

2 

f i rst  quest i on .    The  choos ing  in  the  FS  as  to  the 

2 

with   the  ri<sk  a^^p^simpnt       Aaain     after   it  hac.  hppn 

nl  VIE      LJ  IL7     J     1  O  IV     UJOVJOJIICIIL  ■         nyQ  Illy      C4  1   Lul        1  L     IIQo     LVvvl  1 

3 

clean  up  project  ~*  again,  as  we  view  the  risk 

3 

revi sed  for  comments  and  so  forth. 

4 

assessment  conservative  nature  of  it  and  our 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  MOMAGHAN:     Can  I  ask  a 

5 

evaluation  are  clearly  stuff  greater  than  clean  up. 

5 

quest  ion  here?    You  said  i  t  wi  L  L  be  revised.  Can 

6 

and  we  looked  at  the  other  sites  that  fell  into  the 

6 

vou  a  i  \/e  me  tun  nr  three  c.nprifif  thinaQ  that  vnii 

/UU     yi*v7     JIIV7      LWU     Ul        LU  1  CC     SWCL,  1   1    IU      LI  J  1  1  iy  O      LllaL      y  UU 

7 

g ray  a rea  for  lack  of  a  better  term .  Again, 

7 

know'' 

8 

considering  the  nature  of  risk  and  so  forth  that  we 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    WeLL,  a  lot  of  things 

9 

recei ved,  that  was  before  it  was  an  appropr i ate 

9 

are  rove red  in  the  rp^nnn^ps  t n  rnmmpnt^  Thev 

Ul    s-      UUVVl    UU       III      LI  IV      1    VOUVI  IOVO       LU      VUllllllVIILO.            1  IIVJ 

10 

selection.    But  it  is  obviously  a  risk  management 

10 

sort  of  look  at  the  big  picture.    There  are  some 

11 

decision  that  is  not  just  the  Army's  ~~  you  know, 

1 1 

vsry  specific  questions  still  outstanding  on  the 

12 

we're  aoina  to  have  discussions  with  thp  rpaulatorv 

12 

riclf  pQQpccmpnt     hilt     fnr   inQtanc p      nict  thinkinn 

i   i  j  iv.    Qiocosiiici  j  l  r    uu  l  ,     iui      iiioLaiiuv,     juoL    l  1 1  i  i  ir.  i  i  iy 

13 

agencies  and,  obviously,  we're  going  to  have  your 

13 

off  the  top  of  my  head  ~-  screening,  using  the  PRG 

14 

input  on  that  before  a  final  decision  is  made  or 

14 

screening  method  is  going  to  change  in  the  revised 

15 

done. 

15 

R I  report  based  upon  EPA .    Looki  ng  at  the  I ower  -  * 

16 

We  frequently  go  about  making  decisions 

16 

thp  MTO  and  PRH  --   T    iu^t  ran1 t  think  nf  thinac  nff 

LIJV     JIUU     □  1  Ivi     ri\U                 1      J  U  O  L     Vul  1      L      Llllllrv     Ul       Llllliyb  Ulr 

17 

along  those  guidelines,  and  the  Presidio  is  not 

17 

the  top  of  my  head ,  but  I  know  their  in  the  risk. 

18 

weakened  as  far  as  the  map  is  concerned.    I  think 

18 

Yps      Ue  will   Look  into  adantina 

iuom       Yi  v    will     luun     iiilu    auauv  illy 

19 

I'm  a  correct  visual  person,  so  I  think  it  is 

19 

someth i ng  f rom  this  map  with  color  codes  on  them, 

20 

helpful  to  picture  the  big  picture,  so  to  speak. 

20 

the  Qti  idv  arpaQ  tn  r  en  recent   -  - 

Lllv     O  L  LIU  y     ul  VQO      LU     1  V  LJ  I  C5C1  IL 

21 

And  I  think  what  we  will  look  into  is  perhaps 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:         what  the  risk  is 

22 

duplicating  a  map  like  this.    This  has  basically 

22 

and  nnt   the  tvnp  nf  rnntaminant 

a  i  ivi   iiul     lilv    LyLvv    ui  uuiiLaniiiiaiiL. 

the  study  areas  on  it.    Now,  this  is  color-coded  in 

23 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Under  both  the 

M 

some  fashion,  but  it  probably  would  not  be  that 

24 

residential  and  recreational,  so  we'll  probably 

25 

difficult  to  adapt  a  map  similar  to  this  or  putting 

25 

maybe  entail  four  maps. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  I  would  also 

2  like  to  add  that  the  surfer  report  doesn't 

3  necessarily  have  2500  square  foot  grid  squares  on 

4  it,  but  is  it  also  parceled  out.    And  that  is  also 

5  a  useful  tool,  not  to  the  specific  degree  that 

6  folks  here  are  concerned  about,  but  it's  a  useful 

7  tool  to  get  a  sense  of  what  the  parcels  --  what 

8  Presidio  would  look  like  if  it  was  parceled  out 

9  based  on  surfer  categories.    But  that's  also 

10  useful. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  think  something  like 

12  this  would  be  useful.    They  have  the  general  study 

13  areas  so  that's  where  we  focused  in  a  lot  of  our 

14  effort,  overlaying  those  study  areas  with  a 

15  color-coded  associated  risk. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    You  know,  I  think 

17  the  Army  is  doing  an  awful  lot  to  try  to  represent 

18  and  explain  at  many  different  angles  what  the 

19  picture  is  here.    I  just  think  that  these  maps  are 

20  very  helpful  but  they  also  can  be  very  difficutt, 

21  and  in  some  ways  prevent  a  barrier  for  processing, 

22  and  here's  what  I  mean.    When  I  look  at  that  map 

23  from  Hunters  Point  or  a  map  that  you  might 

24  duplicate  on  that  principal  for  this  one,  there  are 

25  a  whole  lot  of  assumptions  and  decisions  and 
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1  management  decisions  behind  that.    You  know,  you 

2  have  reds  and  blues.    Well,  are  they  all  deciding 

3  as  the  Army  has  decided  here  that  we  are  going  to 

4  quantitate  the  risk  at  10  to  the  -5  or  10  to  the  -6 

5  for  a  recreational  exposure  when  another  person 

6  might  say  it  should  be  10  to  the  -5,  10  to  the  -6 

7  based  on  residential  exposure? 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Those  are  all  separate 

9  maps . 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  I'm  just 

11  saying  that  there  are  a  lot  of  choices  that  the 

12  Army  makes  which  we  may  or  may  not  agree  with.  For 

13  example,  the  F  Alternate  decided  to  treat  all  of 

14  the  risks  when  they  have  quantitative  and 

15  identified  10  to  the  -6  residential  risk.    The  FS 

16  and  the  RI  kind  of  make  a  grid  of  different  kinds 

17  of  exposures,  so  you  do  have  a  quantitative  level, 

18  but  from  what  kind  of  scenario  is  just  one  level? 

19  I  don't  want  to  say  difficulty  of  decision,  but  I'm 

20  saying  that  if  we  rely  only  on  color  codings 

21  without  looking  at  the  discussion,  which  I  think  is 

22  really  the  most  important  part  of  the  feasibility 

23  study  and  understanding  how  those  decisions  were 

24  made  based  on  the  data  and  based  on  the  tables  of 

25  tendencies,  then  it  becomes  part  of  the  comment. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  just  wanted  to  ask 

2  your  permission  if  we  could  have  a  period  that  was 

3  not  recorded  for  our  reporter  so  she  can  take  a 

4  break.    Is  that  all  right  with  everybody? 

5  (Whereupon,  a  short  recess  was 

6  taken.) 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  need  to  make  sure 

8  we  get  around  the  table  here  with  all  the 

9  questions.    Anything  else?    We  would  like  to  have 

10  some  time  with  the  audience,  too. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I'm  going  to  take  a 

12  different  spin  on  this  just  a  tiny  bit. 

13  Unfortunately,  my  project  manager  for  this  site 

14  isn't  here  --  she's  at  Hunters  Point,  so  you'll 

15  have  to  listen  to  me  on  this.    This  really 

16  wonderful  map  that  the  Navy's  contracted  for 

17  Hunters  Point  was  part  of  a  field  investigation 

18  that  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  that  just 

19  acquired  their  response  to  the  document  this  week, 

20  packaged  up  mid-way  through  reading  it,  boxed  it  up 

21  and  sent  it  back  to  the  Navy's  contractor, 

22  basically  saying,  that  aside  from  using  this  fire 

23  starter,  they  weren't  really  sure  about  what  to  do 

24  with  the  document.    And  it  was,  in  fact,  a  very 

25  strong  comment.     It  was  one  of  the  strongest 


1  comments  we've  ever  seen  EPA  make  on  a  document 

2  like  that.    And  part  of  their  concern  was  the  way 

3  they  went  about  assessing  the  health  risk. 

4  And  one  of  the  strongest  comments  they 

5  made  about  the  health  risk  assessment  was  the 

6  liberal  risk  of  10  to  the  -4,  the  alternate  to  the 

7  NCP's  10  to  the  -6  requirement.     I  guess  my 

8  question  is  to  Michael  insofar  as  clarifying  for  me 

9  the  EPA's  prospective  on  the  difference  between  the 

10  Hunters  Point  site  where  the  EPA,  extremely 

11  exercised  variances  with  10  to  -6  and  lack  of 

12  justification  for  variances  to  10  to  -6,  and  with 

13  the  Presidio  site  where  we  have  an  equal  number  of 

14  concerns  about  variances  to  the  NCP  guidance. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:  (Inaudible.) 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Within  the  typical 

17  kind  of  responses  from  the  NCP,  from  my  experience 

18  with  EPA  in  the  past  and  from  the  documents  that  we 

19  were  receiving  comments  from,  EPA  and  other  sites, 

20  the  EPA  seems  to  be  extremely  strong  with  these 

21  other  sites.    With  variance  from  10  to  -6  is  that 

22  the  exception,  to  the  rule  rather,  than  the  rule  in 

23  that  allowing  for  those  variances  is  something  that 

24  is  available  and  not  generally  appreciated.  The 

25  concern  that  I'm  expressing  here,  and  also  since 
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1 

it's  an  FS  --  in  some  ways  it's  appropriate  for  the 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    That's  a  fair  comment 

2 

EPA  at  this  point  to  be  stating  to  the  Army  that  10 

2 

to  make  and  at  this  point,  he  really  doesn't  know. 

3 

to  the  -6  and  as  strict  as  possible  adherence  to  10 

3 

You  are  perceiving  a  difference  in  EPA's  position 

to  the  -6  to  the  NCP  should  be  the  rule  in  the  RI 

4 

between  Hunters  Point  and  the  Presidio;  is  that 

j 

document? 

5 

what  I'm  hearing  you  say? 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    The  answer  is  so  long 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    In  terms  of  these 

7 

as  there  is  no  justification  for  selecting  a 

7 

two. 

8 

remediation  that  is  less  stringent.    Yes.    10  to 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  don't  think  that's 

9 

the  -6  is  the  point  of  departure.     I  mean,  it  seems 

9 

correct . 

10 

like  you  want  me  to  say  this  is  it  where  in  fact 

10 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Take  a  look. 

11 

NCP  does  not  say  that. 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  just  have  a  question 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    But  the  n  c  p 

12 

are  you  in  the  RI  phase  or  the  FS  phase? 

13 

represents  a  range  but  the  NCP  is  fairly  clear  on 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    We  are  in  the  RI 

14 

how  that  range  needs  to  be  interpreted. 

14 

phase  right  now. 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:  Yes. 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  mean  we  are 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    And  the  concern  I'm 

16 

certainly  --  we're  just  putting  in  the  document 

17 

raising  with  you  is  that  I  think  that  there's  a 

17 

whatever  risk  shows  up.    We're  not  limiting  it; 

18 

more  liberal  interpretation.    I  guess  in  a  sense. 

18 

we're  not  making  a  cut  off  that's  lower  than  a  10 

19 

how  that's  being  applied  to  the  Presidio  versus 

19 

to  the  -6. 

20 

other  facilities  --  and  that's  the  concern  I'm 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I  think  it's  in  terms 

21 

raising  with  EPA  in  this  process.    And  since  this 

21 

of  how  it  is  going  to  be  incorporated  in  the 

22 

is  a  response  to  the  comments  in  a  workshop  for 

22 

document.    I  think  that's  sort  of  the  departure 

23 

everybody,  I  figure  I'd  give  these  guys  a  break, 

23 

that  we  have  here. 

24 

which  I'm  sure  their  not  used  to.    It's  good  to  see 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    To  the  extent  of  the 

25 

you  smi le. 

25 

RI,  we  were  identifying  the  action  site  really  in 

1 

the  FS,  so  the  RI  is  sort  of  neutral  in  that 

92 

1 

said  --  and  I  agree  when  he  says  they're  dropping 

2 

respect,  don't  you  think? 

2 

out  --  they  drop  out  in  Chapter  5  of  the 

3 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    So  you  didn't  drop 

3 

feasibility.    Is  that  like  some  mysterious  thing 

4 

any  on  the  risk  sites? 

4 

after  the  last  page  of  the  RI? 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Because  that's  what 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think  there 

6 

you  said  in  the  last  RAB  meeting. 

6 

are  some  sites  that  disappear  like  Landfill  4,  for 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  dropped  sites  in 

7 

example,  in  this  sample,  10  to  the  -4  to  10  to  the 

8 

the  FS.    We  didn't  drop  any  sites  out  from  the  RS. 

8 

-6  using  the  exposure  analysis  that  you  had,  so  it 

9 

All  the  sites  are  in  the  RI  regardless  of  what  the 

9 

would  not  be  residential.    It  was  in  one  of  the 

10 

risks  are. 

10 

recreational  analyses,  and  it  is  not  considered  in 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     So  you  did  drop 

11 

Chapter  5  of  the  feasibility  studies  somewhere  from 

12 

some  and  that  was  -- 

12 

the  last  page  of  the  RI  and  the  chapter.    And  I 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     Correct,  correct.  In 

13 

think  that's  kind  of  the  question  because  of  the  RI 

14 

the  FS. 

14 

and  the  FS  that  I  reviewed,  you  can  make  that  cut 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    But  between  the  RI 

15 

in  different  places.    Sometimes.it  comes  in  the 

16 

and  the  FS,  was  that  based  on  risk  is  what  I'm 

16 

last  page  of  the  RI,  sometimes  in  the  FS.  These 

17 

asking? 

17 

are  the  ones  we  received  from  the  RI. 

18 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Yes. 

18 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Right,  right. 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    But  in  our  last 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  there  was  a 

20 

conversation  --  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong  --  around 

20 

Twi I ight  Zone. 

21 

the  RAB,  the  report  that  we  got  for  that  site  was 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    That's  what  I  think 

22 

fallen  off  in  the  RI  based  on  10  to  the  -4. 

22 

was  raised  in  the  last  RAB  meeting,  and  I  think  it 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     Well,  that 

23 

needed  some  clarification. 

4 

interpretation  came  across  wrong. 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     Michael,  can  I  ask 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  think  what  John 

25 

you  a  simple  question.    When  you  were  explaining 
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1 
i 

wouiu  you  mean  Duin  in  ine  ki  ana  tne  ro  pnases  or 

1 

do  you  put  this  in  and  to  talk  about  the  value  that 

c 

just  the  RI  phase? 

c 

does  not  in  any  way  undermine  the  need  to  carefully 

•z 

DUMKuntMbtK  wukk I     i 1 ve  seen  it  oone  Dorn 

1 

5 

examine  all  that  it's  predicated  on. 

/ 

ways .    1 1 ve  seen  the  R I  present  the  just i  f  i  cat  i on 

/ 

So  for  example,  when  I  was  reading  a 

5 

tui   wny  a  site  wi  inin  tnai  tisk.  range  wou  l  u  not  get 

c 
-J 

field  study  today  that  the  student  had  did  an 

A 
u 

naccfiH    s  1  rtnn    intn    tho    EC    V*ii  1 1    that     incti  ■f  i^ati /^n    h  ao 
paSSCU  alUIiy    1  f  1  LU    IDc   ro   UU  t    tna  t    J  US  L  1  T  1  Ca  L  1  On  IlaS 

L 

o 

analysis  of  the  pretest  on  which  you  item  analysis. 

7 

t  n    no    tn^PO    an*H    ovop  vhmi~l\/    hoc    t  r-i    o  c  c    r>  t  ial  1  \/  1 — iw 

lu  uc   liici  c  anu  cvci  yuuuy  iiab   iu  cbbciiu  ai  iy  Duy 

7 

and  then  in  the  post  test  in  which  you  item 

a 
o 

n  ■f  f    n  r>    that     m  let  {  f  1  /*at  i  nn          T  Iv/a    «|           o  qqh  f 

utt  on  Liid  l  j  ua 1 1  t  i  ca 1 1  on ■     i  ve  a  i  so  seen  tne 

a 
O 

analysis  --  and  my  question  was  after  reading  this 

9 

rinnric  l  to    naoo    uhoro    tho    DT     ronl  anoo    a  1  1     n-f  tho 

uppus  i  ic  tabc  wiici  c  tne  m   i ep  l  dues  a  1 1  ot  tne 

o 
y 

is  there  any  way  that  you  can  represent  this  so 

1  u 

c  1  f  qc    Lnth    tka    f*  ?  o       in    a^»^»oc»  o    /~\  4-    1  D    t       t  h  in    —  £~  nnrJ 

s i Lcs  wi lh  tne  ribK  in  access  or    iu  to  tne    0,  ana 

1  n 

that  it's  comprehensible  to  someone  who  is  picking 

1 1 

T  li/A    0  a  dfx    tho    CC    no    th  pai  inh     th  ?  p     ^ri^  i  \  /r  i  a     L-f-iosu"-!    /-\  ^ 

1  ve  seen  tne  ro  go  tnrougn  tnis  analysis  oasea  on 

1 1 

up  this  document  and  does  not  want  to  go  through 

19 

the  fact  that  it's  within  the  risk  range  and  based 

1  o 
\c 

all  of  the  analyses  but  wants  to  know  basically 

1X 

nn    tho    ^a^*t    that    it    mooto    tho    ABitoAio    1 1 1  f  h  i  n    t  ha 

on  tne  TaLL  LiiaL   1  l  meets  tne  t-i  iter  1  a  witnin  tne 

I  _> 

what  your  research  was  about.    And  so  this  may  not 

I  *+ 

IMUr    tO   not    taK.e    aCt  1  On   at    SUCH    3  Site. 

1  / 

be  what  the  most  important  part  of  what  the  Army's 

15 
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1  ^ 

role  is  but  it  is  our  role  to  make  risk  assessment 

16 

tnfln    90    Tar*    ac    \/m  1  r*    nvnl  anatinn          T  Im    tr*\/ini*i    tn  i-rat 

li  1  ci  1  as   iai    as  yuui    cApiaiid  u  un.     1  in  l  1  y 1 ny  to  yet 
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comprehensible  to  people  who  do  not  necessarily 

17 

uni  jp   oypiI  anat  inn  arn  irato 
y  uui    CAp 1  di  id  l  1  un  dLLUi  die. 

1  7 

have  interest.    It's  a  very  simple  graphic 

1  o 

FAPTI  TTATOP    /cpi[.       r\n   u/mi   ho\/o  a 

rrtuiLi iai uk  kckn .     uo  you  nave  a 

lo 

organizer.    Here  are  the  trouble  spots  and  there 

10 

tjues  1 1  un : 

1  o 

are  questions  to  be  asked  about  each  of  those 

20 

ROAPriMFMRFR   RFPMAPn  -  PnUFP  Q  •      M\/  nnmmont 
DUHI\Ut*lCriDC.I\    DCKINHKL'    rUWCKo.       riy  comment 

9(1 

areas,  and  how  do  you  decide  it's  a  trouble  spot 

21 

a  Km  i1"    1" h 0  man  Liac   that    ao   a   \/i  ei  ia  1  1  v 
OUUUL     LUC    llldp    Wdo     LlldL    db    d    V  1  bUd  1  L  y 

c  \ 

and  what  are  you  going  to  do  about  it? 

22 

nn'pntprl-norcnn      I    not    i  t   ahni  it    Hi  intone   Dnint  anH 
u  1  icm  CU    pel  oUI  1 1     I    yet     IL    dUUU  L    nUilLeio    rUlilL  anu 

C.C. 

It's  the  view  of  the  value  of  that  tool 

23 

t  no    l™ia  nt    nf    tho    ^)if^i/*iilt\/    u  1  t  h    tranA  !  Ati'nA  Ar 

trie  pen  l  ut   tne  ui  in  lu  t  ty  w  1 1  n  t  rans  f.  a  1 1  ng  or 

0~Z 
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that  I'm  wondering,  and  that's  my  question.    How  do 

24 

communicating  technical  information  to  people  who 

24 

you  make  this  all  understandable  to  a  lot  of  people 

25 

do  not  have  the  technical  background  is,  what  form 

25 

who  don't  necessarily  sit  at  this  table?  It's 
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requirements  of  pumping  water  out  of  the  silos  and 
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anu   mrir*o    1 1  mo 
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it's  also  considering  whether  it's  appropriate  to 
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over  time? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    That  is  a  possibility, 
however,  they  have  already  been  inactive  for  a 
considerable  amount  of  time  as  it  is,  and  we 
probably  would  see  those  impacts  now.  Another 
possibility  is  perhaps  to  continue  in  the  future. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     WeLl,   is  that 
outlined  anywhere? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     It  isn't  right  now  but 
we've  changed  our  thought  process  based  upon 
comments.    And  your  third  question,  I  think  is 
where  is  the  backfilling?   And  again,  that  was 
something  that  happened  after  we  issued  the  FS. 
And  during  the  process  of  revising  the  --  or 
responding  to  comments  to  the  RI  in  looking 
carefully,  "Well,  maybe  this  is  something  we  should 
consider  so  that  would  appear  in  the  FS,"  the 
thought  process  of  backfill  in  the  silos. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    But  it's  not  in 

this  one. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Right.    We  issued  that 
and  then  we  started  working  on  the  responses.  It 
was  sort  of  the  sequencing  of  things  and  in  the 
process  of  responding  to  the  comments,  we  discussed 
to  look  at  it  carefully  and  said,  "Maybe  this  is 
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something  that  we  missed  and  something  we  should 
consider."    What  I'm  telling  you  is  in  addition  to 
the  FS  report,  it  will  detail  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Good  great. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Harry,  and  then 


Harvey. 

covered. 

covered. 


BOARDMEMBER  BALL:  My  issue  was  already 
FACILITATOR  KERN:     All  right,  you're 


BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:     You  talked  about 
earlier  --  Roberta  asked  a  question  and  you 
answered  about  the  manner  of  ESAP.    I've  been  very 
concerned  because  most  of  the  RI's  didn't 
accumulate  help  and  very  little  free  pages  about 
non-human  life  forms,  and  particularly,  I  feel 
doesn't  deal  very  well  with  water  quality  and 
aquatic  life  forms.    I  wondered  if  the  Army  Marine 
ESAP  is  going  to  remedy  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     Just  to  give  you  a 
background  of  the  ESAP,  we  did  do  the  studies  in 
the  p  SAP  of  three  different  types  of  organisms.  I 
apologize  for  not  memorizing  the  names  of  them.  So 
we  did  a  --  there  was  a  lot  of  effort  put  into  that 
document  as  far  as  doing  sampling  along  the  Bay  and 
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1  the  margin  of  the  Presidio. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Which  is  Crissy 

3  Field? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    So  by  integrating  that 

5  in  the  RI  report  we  will  provide  a  lot  more 

6  information  for  those  organisms. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    When  will  the  manner 

8  ESAP  be  available? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     It's  been  out. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Okay.    And  it  will 

11  be  incorporated  into  the  RI? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  won't  put 

13  everything  in  there.    We'll  just  add  another  volume 

14  in  the  RI  report,  but  we'll  try  to  incorporate  the 

15  data  and  so  forth  into  our  discussion. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We've  had  some  other 

17  RAB  members  waiting  patiently.    Any  comments  or 

18  questions.    I  missed  you,  sorry. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     I  just  had  one 

20  question  which  was  in  response  to  my  comments  and 

21  future  land  views  that  are  used  to  evaluate  the 

22  risk  assessment.    In  the  response  referred  to, 

'  various  mappings  which  was  GNPA  that  was  used  as 

-t  the  basis  for  different  sections  of  the  Presidio,  I 

25  understand  that  the  maps  of  those  that  are  actually 


1  in  the  GNPA  report  which  are  more  conceptual  than 

2  the  firm,  and  I'm  wondering  if  there  are  other  maps 

3  that  referred  to  I  believe  Section  Agreement  7. 

4  But  actually,  I  didn't  get  it  from  the  park 

5  service.    If  there  are  maps  that  are  associated 

6  with  landfills  that  lead  to  future  uses  for  the 

7  Presidio,  is  there  a  way  that  those  can  be  included 

8  in  the  RI?    And  if  so,  is  there  a  way  to  get  a  copy 

9  of  those  maps  in  advance  to  review  them,  to  confirm 

10  what's  assumed  is  actually  reasonable? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  think  we  intended  to 

12  apply  the  maps  that  show  up  in  the  GNPA  and  the 

13  appendix  to  the  GNPA  or  the  addendum  we  were 

14  referring  to. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    The  bottom  line  is 

16  we  didn't  generate  our  own  land  use  maps  for  the  RI 

17  report.    We  looked  into  the  GNPA  for  what  the 

18  stated  reuse  was.    So  my  question  is,  are  there  two 

19  large  scale  maps  attached  to  the  GNPA?    The  only 

20  maps  I  have  are  attached  to  the  volume.  My 

21  understanding  are  those  are  not  --  they  are 

22  conceptual,  but  not  the  maps.    That's  not  how  we 

23  would  interpret  the  GNPA.    We  want  to  know  what  is 

24  that  interpretation. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  guess  as  a  guiding 
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1  document,  we  thought  it  was  the  best  available  for 

2  determining  future  use.    Actually,  a  lot  more  stuff 

3  is  available  for  a  lot  of  sites  that  determine 

4  future  use.    I  think  it  outlines,  in  terms,  the 

5  types  of  use  that  have  nailed  down.     Is  it  an 

6  interpreter  center  for  geology  versus  the 

7  interpreter  center  for  Indian  artifacts?    But  it's 

8  going  to  be  used  for  interpretive  use.    So  to  that 

9  extent,  I  think  it  was  adequate  for  determining  in 

10  general  terms  what  the  future  uses  are. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    My  review  of  it  is 

12  that  reasonable  persons  might  conclude  that  there 

13  may  be  a  future  regarding  residence  industrial  and 

14  recreational  uses.    Those  I  am  most  concerned  with 

15  are  the  potential  for  residential  reusers.  The 

16  risk  assessment  assumes  a  lesser  risk  use.  Use 

17  that  is  based  risk  may  lead  to  a  lower  substandard 

18  or  where  the  risk  is  based  on  a  set  of  assumptions 

19  other  than  the  residential  views. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We' LI  have  to  look  at 

21  that  again.    I  think  if  you  look  to  compare  the 

22  actual  study  areas  to  the  map  I  know  there's  no 

23  plans  for  expanding  buildings  on  places  where 

24  they're  not  building  presently,  and  that  was 

25  considered  in  our  poll. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     John,  if,  for 

2  example,  you  were  to  look  at  the  maps  in  a  housing 

3  area  --  one  of  the  sites  was  in  a  housing  area, 

4  would  you  assume  that  that's  residential  when  you 

5  look  at  the  maps? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    If  the  site  was  right. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     In  an  area  that 

8  was  called  a  housing  area,  how  would  you  interpret 

9  that? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  think  we  would 

11  interpret  that  if  the  site  was  like  immediately 

12  adjacent  to  a  residential  area.    It  probably  should 

13  be  residential,  but  I  don't  think  if  you  look  at 

14  our  study  areas  we  have  really  situated  areas  where 

15  the  study  areas  are,  you  know,  in  so  close  a 

16  proximity. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think 

18  Landfill  1  where  the  GNPA  --  it's  in  a  residential 

19  area,  and  it's  actually  adjacent  to  a  residential 

20  unit. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    But  I  think  -- 

22  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  mean  it's 

23  right  next  to  a  house,  isn't  it? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     There  are  houses  in 

25  the  vicinity  of  Landfill  1,  but  I  think  I  would 
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1  interpret  that  the  future  use  of  Landfill  1  be  more 

2  attuned  to  residential  settings  rather  than  a 

3  recreational  setting. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Can  you  get  that 

5  from  a  GNPA  setting? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Yes,  you  can.    I  don't 

7  think  we  prepared  an  overlay.     I  think  we  carefully 

8  looked  at  those  maps  and  compared  them  to  our  study 

9  areas.    I  believe  so,  yes. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Roberta.    In  which 

11  case  the  scenario  flies  away  because  it's  that  same 

12  kind  of  gray  area  where  if  we  started  out  of  the 

13  presumption  of  screening  purposes  everything  in 

14  Crissy  Field  would  be  residential,  shaping  the 

15  sampling  to  be  done  for  the  RI,  and  that  as  a 

16  project  team.    We  really  haven't  sent  out  --  after 

17  you  did  the  residential  screening  and  something 

18  failed,  at  which  scenario  would  then  apply,  and 

19  GNPA  was  there  as  a  general  guide?    But  I  think 

20  it's  somewhere  out  there.     Is  the  way  the  RI 

21  characterized  appropriate  in  all  places? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    One  thing  you  have  to 

23  look  at  is  what  does  a  residential  scenario  entail? 

24  It  entails,  if  you're  living  on  the  site  24  hours 

25  every  day,  you're  drinking  water  on  that  site,  all 


1  the  contaminants  are  on  that  site.    It's  really  a 

2  stretch  that  somebody  is  going  to  be  occupying 

3  their  entire  time  on  top  of  Landfill  1.  Our 

4  residential  recreational  scenario  we  came  up  with 

5  is  pretty  close  and  really  captures  what  kind  of 

6  exposure  you  would  expect  from  the  Landfill  1  area. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     There  are  two  areas, 

8  but  I  thought  the  PH  --  I  wasn't  clear  on  it  if 

9  that  was  a  residential  area. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     If  you  looked  at  the 

11  GNPA  residence,  that's  right  near  the  front  gate. 

12  I  think  that's  clearly  open  space  as  far  as  the 

13  management  plan.    I'd  have  to  look  at  the  exact 

14  site  you're  thinking  of,  but  I  think  that's  the 

15  Battery  Howe  Wagner,  and  I  think  we  did  include 

16  that  in  a  residential  scenario. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you,  Scott. 

18  Did  I  leave  anybody  out?    Any  questions 

19  from  those  kind  folks  who  have  whethered  this 

20  discussion.    Anyone  from  the  audience? 

21  Kurt,  are  you  still  --  do  you  still  have 

22  a  question  at  this  point? 

23  KURT  DANDY:    I've  managed  to  stay  awake, 

24  thanks.    I'll  introduce  myself,  again,  for  the 

25  people  who  came  in  late.    My  name  is  Kurt  Danny, 
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and  I'm  the  community  co-Chair,  the  administrator 
the  member  of  the  RAB  caucus  and  the  Director.  We 
share  many  of  your  simitar  concerns,  and  I  had  a 
couple  of  questions  that  came  to  mind.  It's 
interesting  to  observe  what's  going  on  here.  We 
share  a  similar  process.    I  think  you  may  be  a 
little  bit  further  along  than  we  are,  but  my 
questions  kind  of  go  specific  to  general.    I  was 
writing  them  down  trying  to  keep  track,  and  I've 
got  about  six  questions.    And  I  promise  I'll  be 
brief.    My  first  question  was  --  and  it  came  up 
when  we  first  came  in  --  and  that  is,  how  does 
information  generated  after  the  RI  get  included 
into  the  RI  report  or  document?    And  it  seemed  to 
me  that  the  response  to  that  was  real  vague,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  people  that  are  responsible 
for  generating  that  document  I  would  think  that  you 
would  know  that.    That  should  be  a  standard  of 
process. 

So  should  I  just  read  these  off  and  you 
want  to  respond  to  them  when  I'm  finished,  or  do 
you  want  to  go  after  each  one? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    To  sort  of,  from  a 
process  standpoint,  I'm  going  to  ask  you  to  pick 
your  question,  if  you  can.    And  perhaps  something 
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that  goes  with  that,  because  we  are  headed  towards 
the  end. 

KURT  DANDY:    The  other  thing  that  I  was 
very  interested  in  was  the  lead  at  Fort  Ord.  We 
have  a  big  lead  problem,  and  I  heard  the  gentleman 
say  300  parts  per  million  was  your  clean  up 
project.     I  was  almost  floored  over  that  because 
they  are  trying  to  sell  us  160  parts  per  million  in 
the  firing  range,  and  DTSC  is  seeming  to  buy  off 
that  number  down  in  Fort  Ord.    And  so  I'm  just 
wondering,  are  you  guys  in  sync  in  any  way? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  we  have  two 
numbers,  actually.    The  residential  number  which 
we're  calling  400  and  a  recreational  number  we 
developed  at  840. 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:    Which  is  what? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Recreational,  840. 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:  Okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  don't  really  know 
the  specifics  of  Fort  Ord  or  the  future  for  the 
anticipated  use  of  the  property  in  the  area  you're 
talking  about. 

CALVIN  WILHEIT:    I  touch  on  your  response 
with  the  fact  that  each  site  is  specific,  but  it 
seems  like  there's  a  large  discrepancy  that  needs 
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1  an  explanation. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Calvin,  would  say 

3  there's  not  that  much  difference  between  a 

4  toxicological  standpoint  and  800?    I'm  not  going  to 

5  say.    We're  talking  with  ranges  here,  not  precise 

6  numbers,  you  know,  and  it's  just  not  specific. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Was  there  anybody  else 

8  who  wanted  to  have  a  chance  to  ask  a  question? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     Could  I  clarify 

10  your  answer?    Is  the  firing  range  considered 

11  recreational? 

12  KURT  DANDY:    It's  multi-use.  They're 

13  going  to  have  a  large  site  there.    They're  going  to 

14  have  overnight  camping,  and  there  are  also  going  to 

15  be  boardwalks  and  whatever  you  do  at  the  beach,  you 

16  know. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     I  think  that's 

18  great. 

19  JANE  WILLIAMS:    Hi,  I 'm  Jane  Wi 1 1 iams, 

20  and  I'm  here  on  behalf  of  our  80  community  members. 

21  Some  of  them  are  involved  in  RABS,  and  I'm  here 

22  visiting  the  RAB  caucus  today.  I  come  from  a  town 
in  Roseville,  California  --  it's  a  very  small  town. 
We  have  a  military  base,  and  we  have  seven  of  nine 

25  children  who  have  died  from  brain  stem  cancer.  And 


1  that's  what  got  me  into  this  issue.     I  have  to  tell 

2  you  that  if  these  gentlemen  came  to  my  community, 

3  this  meeting  would  have  been  very  short,  because 

4  what  I'm  hearing  is  that  militaries  have  come  into 

5  your  community  and  are  now  polluting  this  area  -- 

6  not  based  on  health  risk  but  based  on  what  kinds  of 

7  technologies  are  cheapest.     I'm  very  concerned 

8  about  when  I  hear  comments  that  were  asked  by  this 

9  lady  over  here,  that  only  on-site  health  risks  were 

10  taken  a  look  at. 

11  I  mean  someone  who  lives  right  across  the 

12  street  from  this  facility  can  still  be  exposed  to 

13  unacceptable  amounts  of  risk,  and  that  comment  was 

14  just  brushed  off.    That's  of  great  concern  to  me. 

15  It's  of  a  grave  concern  to  me,  and  I  know  the 

16  regulatory  agency  from  EPA  and  DTSC.    That's  not 

17  proper  exposure  for  health  risk  assessment.    I  have 

18  attended  many  RAB  meetings,  and  I  have  to  say  that 

19  this  has  been  a  very  interesting  one  for  me.  The 

20  fact  that  the  members  of  the  community  brought  up 

21  so  many  wonderful  questions  and  so  many  wonderful 

22  points,  and  as  yet,  I  have  yet  to  hear  EPA  or  DTSC 

23  or  DOD  or  the  Army  say,  "Yes.    This  is  an  issue  we 

24  want  to  get  to  the  bottom  of  it."     I'm  actually 

25  here  speaking  to  you  as  members  of  the  community. 
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1  This  guy  lives  in  Maryland  and  he  doesn't 

2  have  to  live  with  the  hazards.    When  he  leaves  and 

3  you're  talking  about  lead,  you're  talking  about  a 

4  chemical  that  is  not  highly  carcinogenic.  Its 

5  health  risk  comes  from  the  impact  of  childhood 

6  development  and  having  a  carcinogenic  factor  as 

7  being  a  health  risk  criteria.    What  are  we  really 

8  talking  about  here?    We're  talking  the  next 

9  generation  of  children  who  are  going  to  recreate 

10  near  the  facility  that  have  levels  of  lead  in  them 

11  that  are  higher  than  background,  higher  than  300 

12  parts  per  million.    For  the  record,  parts  per 

13  million  is  safe,  a  thousand  parts  per  million  is 

14  not  safe,  yet  this  is  their  acceptable  risk.  I 

15  would  just  say  one  thing,  what  is  acceptable  to 

16  you,  is  it  acceptable  to  this  community?    And  I 

17  think  you  need  to  take  power  over  this  process  and 

18  really  take  a  look  at  what  the  future  is  going  to 

19  bring  you.    Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Any  other  questions 

21  from  out  there  in  the  audience? 

22  LYLE  BOSH:    No  question,  but  I'm  Lyle 

23  Bosh,  and  I'm  from  the  RAB.    It's  interesting  to 

24  see  what  goes  on  in  other  communities  and  other 

25  RABS.    I've  enjoyed  the  process  here. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thanks  for  being  here, 

2  Lyle. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  have  another 

4  question.    A  few  years  ago  we  saw  what  was  called 

5  innovative  technology  from  Germany  that  directs  the 

6  solvent,  and  that's  a  location  that  has  dropped  out 

7  in  the  FS.    Now,  at  the  time  that  the  innovative 

8  technology  --  and  people  were  questioning  is  this 

9  reliable?    Is  this  effective?    How  can  we  use  it? 

10  There  was  lots  of  assurance.    This  is  going  to  be  a 

11  really  great  thing,  and  it  turned  out  it  wasn't. 

12  But  one  of  the  questions  that  were  requested  at  the 

13  time  was,  suppose  it  doesn't  work. 

14  How  much  of  the  system  can  you  still  work 

15  and  clean  the  ground  water  even  if  the  basic  system 

16  doesn't  work?    And  that's  what  I'd  like  to  hear 

17  about.    How  much  of  that  system  that  was  stalLed 

18  could  still  be  used  if  one  were  going  to  address 

19  fair  water  contamination  there? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  would  have  to  get  an 

21  engineering  analysis  on  that.    I  don't  know. 

22  Certainly,  a  large  well  that  you  could  possibly  use 

23  for  other  purposes.    But  I  hesitate  right  now  to 

24  say  how  that  could  be  used  in  an  alternate  fashion. 

25  I  will  research  that  and  respond. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Are  you  planning 

2  a  report? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Yes. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     Is  there  a 

5  schedule  for  that? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We're  trying  to  modify 

7  the  system.    I  don't  have  a  schedule.    I  hope  to 

8  get  that  out  probably  next  month  or  so. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    The  schedule  or 

10  the  report? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     The  report. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    It's  not  just  the 

13  well,  there's  stuff  on  top  also. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  would  have  to  ask  if 

15  that  can  be  used. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Comment  over  here. 

17  RICHARD  BAILEY:    Hi,  I 'm  Richard  Bai ley 

18  from  the  Fort  Ord  RAB,  and  I'm  interested  in  your 

19  recording  process  here.    I  know  you  have  a  court 

20  reporter  and  you  have  a  person  from  EPA  recording 

21  the  meeting.    How  do  you  use  these  records  and 

22  what's  the  difference? 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  first  thing, 

24  this  is  a  workshop  and  we  are  not  operating  here  in 

25  the  same  manner  that  we  would  during  a  normal  RAB 


1  meeting.    That's  why  we  have  this  kind  of  set  up 

2  that  we  have.    It's  more  like  when  the  RAB 

3  committees  come  together  and  hash  out  things,  so  I 

4  want  you  to  understand  that.    The  reason  we  have  a 

5  recorder  here  --  and  we  also  do  in  our  normal  RAB 

6  meetings  --  is  so  that  we  can  get  on  record  what 
7,  the  Army's  responding  to  about  community  concern 

8  and  clarification  regarding  our  responses  that 

9  we've  already  made  to  their  comments  on  the  RI. 

10  Jan,  who  is  the  RAB  community  co-Chair  is 

11  taking  whatever  notes  she's  taking  up  there  for  the 

12  purpose  of  trying  to  get  a  summary  --  maybe  that 

13  would  not  be  as  comprehensive  as  a  detailed 

14  transcript,  but  the  use  of  the  transcripts  is  to 

15  track  the  discussions  that  are  made  here,  because 

16  it's  a  clarification  or  a  discussion  about 

17  responses  to  the  comments  which  ultimately  is  going 

18  to  lead  to  a  remedy.    So  that  needs  to  be 

19  maintained  as  part  of  the  record. 

20  RICHARD  BAILEY:     Well,  my  follow  up 

21  question  is  --  you  already  partially  answered  it. 

22  You're  using  the  transcript  as  part  of  the  comments 

23  made  by  RAB  members  and  part  of  your  record  as  part 

24  of  your  documents? 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes. 
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RICHARD  BAILEY:    Thank  you  very  much. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you,  Richard. 
Considering  the  hour,  are  there  any  other  questions 
or  comments  at  this  point? 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:  I  wanted  to  ask  one 
last  one,  here.  I  was  curious  who  is  the  local 
reuse  authority? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Park  service. 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:     Well,  that  may  already 
answer  the  question,  but  the  other  item  I  was 
concerned  with  is  to  what  extent  are  they  involved 
with  the  RAB?    What's  your  interaction  with  them. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I'm  Roberta  Black 
from  the  National  Park  Service  arid  this  is  Brian 
Ullensvang,  also  from  the  Park  Service.    Can  I 
answer  the  question? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Please,  Roberta. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    We're  very  involved. 
We're  on  the  RAB,  and  we  come  to  all  the  RAB 
meetings.    We're  members  of  the  BCT  wing  and  the 
RPM  meetings.    We  review  all  the  documents,  and 
review  all  the  discussions. 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    Maybe  I  can  be  more 
specific.    I'm  concerned  --  obviously,  Park 
Services  has  a  plan,  and  one  of  the  functions  of 
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1  the  RAB  process  is  to  comment  on  the 

2  appropriateness  of  the  property  that  needs  to  be 

3  transferred,  but  is  the  property  ready  to  be 

4  transferred?    So  my  question  is  to  what  extent  have 

5  you  been  involved  in  the  reuse  plan? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    The  reuse  plan  exists 

7  in  what's  called  the  general  plan  amendment  so  it's 

8  a  little  different  than  some  of  the  other  RABS 

9  where  the  reuse  plans  work  for  clean  up. 

10  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    So  the  point  is,  this 

11  RAB  then,  has  recommendations,  you  act  on  their 

12  recommendations  as  to  the  appropriateness  of  the 

13  property  to  be  transferred? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  property  has 

15  already  been  transferred.    What  we  try  to  do  is 

16  integrate  the  clean  up  decision  with  the  future 

17  plans  that  the  park  has  with  the  properties. 

18  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    I  was  just  asking  as  a 

19  reference  question  because  we  have  a  little  bit  of 

20  a  different  process  going  on,  and  there  are 

21  questions  as  to  whether  our  property  is  ready  to  be 

22  transferred.    I  was  curious  how  that  was  working 

23  out,  here. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    We  do  agree  with  some 

25  of  those  same  issues. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     I'd  like  to  thank 

everyone. 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:     Let  me  ask  one  more 
question  to  the  park  service.    As  a  landlord,  if 
they're  not  satisfied  with  clean  up  levels  or  vice 
versa  what  weight  is  given  to  each?    They're  the 
landlord,  we're  the  community;  we  don't  agree. 
What  weight  is  given  to  each? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  ultimately, 
the  Army  has  to  meet  applicable  laws  and 
regulations,  not  anything  specifically  from  the 
community  or  the  park  service.    We  consider  the 
concerns  of  the  community  and  park  service,  but  it 
is  our  obligation.    And  in  turn,  if  the  community 
and  the  park  service  want  no  parts  per  million, 
they  want  no  contamination  there  whatsoever,  you 
know  there's  a  mechanism  to  raise  that  concern 
which  is  through  comments  on  work  plans  on  the  RI, 
FS  or  whatever.    And  those  things  are  taken  into 
consideration. 

As  far  as  the  weight  of  that,  I  don't 
know  whether  it's  equal  between  park  service  and 
the  community,  but  it  is  taken  into  consideration, 
and  I  think  that's  the  important  thing  to 
recognize. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thanks  to  everyone  for 
preparing  and  asking  your  questions.    Thanks  to  the 
Army  and  their  characters  for  being  here,  and 
Thomas  and  his  group  for  setting  up. 

(Whereupon,  the  meeting  concluded 

at  10:00  P.M.) 
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COUNTY  OF  ALAMEDA 


ss. 


I,  Alisa  C.  Abille,  Certified  Shorthand 
Reporter  No.  10901  in  and  for  the  State  of 
California,  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a 
full,  true  and  correct  transcript  of  the 
proceedings  had  at  the  taking  of  said  meeting,  to 
the  best  of  my  ability. 


Date:  May  8,  1996 


ALISA  r.  ABlLLb,  CSK  NU.  10901 


Page  3  0 


1 

•2 
3 


6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


THE  RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


TUESDAY,  MAY  14,  1996 
HELD  AT 

FORT  MASON  G.G.N.R.A.  HEADQUARTERS 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 
7:00  P.M. 


CERTIFIED  COPY 


REPORTER'S  TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 
BY:    ELIZABETH  VALSTAD 


it; 

£1  CLARK  REPORTING 

CC\        2161  SHATTUCK  AVENUE 

SUITE  201,  BERKELEY,  CA  94704 
(510)  486-0700 


OKA II UN  Mi\l fSORY  BOARDMEMBER: 


TinyTran 


2  (COMMUNITY  AND  TECHNICAL) 

3  THOMAS  APPLING 

4  HAROLD  BALL 

5  JULIA  CHEEVER 

6  JOAN  GIRARDOT 

7  ROGER  HENDERSON 

8  MOLLY  HOOPER 

9  BRUCE  HANDEL 

10  JOHN  BUCK 

11  PAUL  TOWNSEND 

12  DAVID  WILKINS 

13  MICHAEL  UORK 

14  DOUG  KERN 

15  ERNEST  LEE 

16  ANDREW  LOLL  I 

17  BRUCE  MCKLEROY 

18  SCOTT  MILLER 

19  JAN  MONAGHAN 

20  HOWARD  NATHEL 

21  LARRY  SHOCKEY 

22  MARK  YOUNGKIN 

23  LEEANN  LAHREN 

24  ARLEEN  GEMMIL 
25 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 


25 


RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARDMEMBERS: 
(COMMUNITY  AND  TECHNICAL) 
(CONTINUED) 

BRIAN  ULLENSVANG 
JON  DOUGAL 
MARTHA  WALTERS 
JILL  STONER 
DAVID  JARRAT 
JANE  POWERS 


1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening, 

2  everyone.      Why  don't  we  attempt  to  get  started? 

3  This  is  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco 

4  Restoration  Advisory  Board.    I'd  like  to  welcome 

5  everyone  here  tonight:    The  Army,  its  contractors, 

6  members  of  the  public,  the  regulators,  and 

7  community  members  of  the  RAB.    Does  everyone  have 

8  an  agenda?    It  should  be  in  your  binder  or  in  front 

9  of  you. 

10  I  notice  here  on  the  agenda  --  I  guess  before 

11  we  begin  and  deal  with  the  agenda,  there  is  an 

12  awards  presentation.    Who  will  be  presenting  to 

13  whom?    Okay,  we're  going  to  skip  the  awards.  All 

14  right.    Are  there  any  agenda  items,  any  changes  or 

15  additions,  things  that  people  would  like  to  deal 

16  with  on  this  agenda  tonight? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Doug,  I'd  like 

18  to  move  Item  F  toward  the  top  of  the  agenda.  I 

19  think  it  would  take  about  10  minutes  to  dispose 

20  of. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  objection  to 

22  moving  that  higher  in  the  agenda?    All  right.  So 

23  if  we  put  that  --  we'll  just  deal  with  that  right 

24  after  we  get  going  here  then.    Any  other  additions 

25  or  changes?    We  miss  Bob.    He  always  has  some 
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1  changes. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Bob  won't  be  here. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  I  know  Jan 

4  won't  be  here  this  evening  as  well.    All  right 

5  then.    I  suppose  we  don't  actually  have  a  community 

6  cochair.  We  could  simply  select  someone  by  general 

7  acclamation.    I  would  move  that  we  select  Harry  as 

8  our  acting  cochair  this  evening,  just  by  general 

9  acclamation.    Any  objections,  Harry? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    No,  that's  fine. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Great.  Thank 

12  you.    Why  don't  we  move  ahead  with  the  agenda 

13  then. 

14  Larry,  you  wanted  to  talk  about  the  review 

15  timeline? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Yes.     I  just 

17  wanted  to  touch  base  with  David. 

18  On  April  the  22nd,  a  couple  of  letters  were 

19  sent  out  regarding  the  review  time  for  the  RI  and 

20  FS,  and  I  was  wondering  if  there  had  been  any 

21  revisions  in  those  review  times? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  there 

23  hasn't  been  any  revision  in  the  review  time  because 

24  the  RI  has  already  been  reviewed.    It  just  is 

25  basically  going  to  a  response  to  comment  and  a 
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1  response  to  response  comments  and  response  to 

2  comment  period  now.    With  regards  to  other 

3  documents,  as  I  understood  the  letters  --  I  don't 

4  remember  the  exact  nature  of  them  --  it  seemed  like 

5  folks  were  saying  there  wasn't  enough  time  to 

6  review  documents,  and  there  hasn't  been  anything 

7  else  done  with  that  issue  since  that  time.    So  if 

8  you  have  any  specific  concerns,  you  can  raise  them 

9  now. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:  Specifically, 

11  as  I  recall  the  review  time  for  the  FS,  the 

12  deadline  time  is  tomorrow;  is  that  correct?    Or  has 

13  that  been  changed? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Let  me  see. 

15  Actually,  it  was  the  26th  of  April  that  comments 

16  were  due  on  the  Feasibility  Study. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    That  was  the 

18  regulatory  deadline;  was  there  a  separate 

19  deadline? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  there 

21  wasn't. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    I  was  under  the 

23  impression  that  that  had  been  extended  to  May  the 

24  15th  for  the  FS  comments,  but  that's  not  the  case? 

25  Is  that  what  you  are  saying? 


1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Unless  I'm 

2  looking  at  an  old  schedule  here,  I  don't  think  so. 

3  I  mean,  we've  gotten  comments  on  the  RI  as  late  as 

4  last  week.    I  mean,  we  can't  ignore  comments  just 

5  because  they  don't  come  in  during  the  comment 

6  period. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    But  those 

8  comments  are  subject  to  --  not  for  inclusion  in  the 

9  final  product;  is  that  right? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    If  comments 

11  warrant  that,  yes,  they  would  be. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:  Still? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    There's  been  an 

15  expressed  concern  by  members  of  the  RAB,  that  I 

16  know  you're  aware  of  for  some  time,  that  review  and 

17  response  time  seemed  to  be  arbitrarily  short.  And 

18  there's  been  several  concerns  expressed,  and  I 

19  continue  to  have  a  concern,  that  the  timeline  for 

20  the  deadline  for  responses  to  the  FS  remained  to  be 

21  in  advance  of  the  completion  of  the  final  RI,  which 

22  seems  to  be  an  inverted  process.    And  we  talked 

23  about  this  in  the  past,  and  I  don't  think  we  ever 

24  resolved  that  issue. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  we  talked 
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1  about  that  today  at  the  RPM  meeting,  and  I  think 

2  what  we're  going  to  end  up  doing  is  --  the  RPM 

3  basically  agreed  to  defer  any  further  discussion  on 

4  the  RI  --  I'm  sorry,  on  the  FS,  until  the  RI  is 

5  near  f inalization.    That  does  not  mean  that  the 

6  Army  and  its  contractors  are  going  to  stop  work  on 

7  the  FS.    We  will  continue  to  work  on  those  areas  of 

8  the  Feasibility  Study  that  aren't  directly  impacted 

9  or  related  to  what's  going  on  with  the  RI.  So 

10  those  behind- the- scene  things,  such  as  ARARs 

11  development,  those  types  of  things  that  aren't 

12  necessarily  related  to  what's  going  in  the  RI,  all 

13  those  things  would  continue  to  go  on.    The  RPM, 

14  through  a  series  of  meetings  over  the  next  couple 

15  of  months,  would  continue  to  discuss  those 

16  Feasibility  Study  issues.    And  at  some  point  here 

17  in  the  near  future  we  will  reestablish  a  new 

18  timeline  for  the  Feasibility  Study.    But  it's  not 

19  going  to  be  probably  for  several  months  at  this 

20  point. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Timeline  for 

22  completion  of  comments  for  the  Feasibility  Study  or 

23  completion  of  the  final? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.  For 

25  reviewing  the  Feasibility  Study  as  a  document 
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1  that's  reviewable.    Because  it  was  determined  based 

2  on  everyone's  concern  and  comments,  both  from  the 

3  regulators  and  RAB,  that  the  RI  wasn't  a  reviewable 

■'cument,  because  there  was  so  many  outstanding 
..sues  in  the  RI.    So  basically,  what  we  decided 

6  today  was  to  defer  any  other  further  action  in 

7  terms  of  having  the  FS  as  a  document  to  review 

8  until  the  RI  is  near  final ization.    And  based  on 

9  what  we  discussed  today,  that's  not  going  to  happen 

10  probably  before  September. 

11  So  essentially,  what  that  means  is  sometime 

12  around  the  September  time  frame  we'll  reissue 

13  another  RI  report,  if  you  will;  have  another 

14  comment  period  at  that  time;  and  the  RI  should  be 

15  finalized  or  near  finalization  in  three  or  four 

16  months  or  so  from  now. 

17  And  at  that  point,  the  FS  should  be  a 

18  reviewable  document  with  the  near-f inalized  or 

19  finalized  RI  with  a  basis  to  help  in  that  review, 

20  which,  at  this  point  was  inverted,  as  you  say,  and 

21  it  was  very  confusing  and  impractical  to  accomplish 

22  that  objective. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    What  you're 

24  saying  now,  as  I  understand  it,  those  review 

25  periods  have  been  extended  considerably,  at  least 
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1  through  the  end  of  September? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  not  that 

3  the  review  period  has  been  extended.    It's  just 

4  that  any  further  discussion  regarding  the  RI  has 

5  been  deferred.    We're  just  not  going  to  deal  with 

6  comments  on  it  because  it's  not  a  commentable 

7  document  until  we  resolve  these  remaining  issues 

8  with  the  RI  report.    Those  remaining  issues  will  be 

9  brought  out  during  the  discussion  tonight  with 

10  John. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    And  that's 

12  because  there  are  further  revisions  in  the  RI  which 

13  may  ultimately  affect  the  final  FS? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Oh,  there's 

15  going  to  be  further  revisions. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Which  may 

17  ultimately  affect  the  final  FS? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Exactly. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    So  do  you 

20  anticipate  that  you'll  have  at  least  a  tentative 

21  schedule  in  writing  in  some  future  date?    And  if 

22  so,  do  you  have  an  idea  when  that  date  might  be? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    What  we  want  to 

24  do  is  --  based  on  our  discussion  today,  there  are 

25  three  major  areas  in  the  RI  that  are  going  to 
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1  require  some  revisions  or  amendment.    John  will  go 

2  into  those  in  detail  a  little  bit  later,  but  it 

3  involves  the  development  on  ambient  values,  human 

4  health  risk  assessment  values,  ecological  risk 

5  assessment  values,  and  methodology. 

6  We're  going  to  have  discussions  next  week 

7  with  the  RPM  to  discuss  all  of  those  issues.    And  I 

8  think  whatever  falls  out  of  those  discussions  is 

9  going  to  determine  how  much  more  time  and  effort 

10  the  Army's  going  to  have  to  put  into  revising  this 

11  RI.    I  mean,  if  we  can  close  the  gap  between  what 

12  the  Army  sees  as  a  viable  document  and  what  the 

13  regulators  and  the  RAB  see  as  a  viable  document,  if 

14  we  can  close  that  gap  and  discuss  these  issues  next 

15  week,  then  we  could  have  a  final  RI  product  by 

16  August  or  September. 

17  A  component  of  that,  though,  is  a  ten-week 

18  period  that  it  is  going  to  take  to  revise  the 

19  plotting  map.    So  given  that,  and  these  other 

20  technical  issues,  we  could  have  a  final  RI  document 

21  around  the  beginning  or  middle  of  September. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:  And  there  will 
"      >,  I  assume,  some  sort  of  comment  period? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  the 

25  plan,  yes. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:     I  would  be 

2  willing  to  work  with  the  Army  in  helping  to  assess 

3  the  time  frame  for  comment  and  review.    And  I  think 

4  that  there's  probably  a  couple  of  other  folks  on 

5  the  RAB  that  would  be  willing  to  give  input. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  think, 

7  generally  speaking,  that  the  review  is  going  to  be 

8  based  on  discussions  that  we  have  next  week. 

9  Because  the  logistics  of  producing  the  RI  as  a 

10  complete  set  for  another  round  is  so  expensive,  it 

11  makes  sense  to  kind  of  put  out,  for  lack  of  a 

12  better  term,  maybe  little  technical  memos  to 

13  describe  what  our  discussions  are  that  resolved 

14  some  of  these  unresolved  issues.    And  those  will 

15  form  the  basis  of  what  will  go  into  a  finalized 

16  RI. 

17  So  you  might  get  a  final  document  that's  all 

18  put  together  and  it's  final,  and  we  won't  feel 

19  there  would  be  a  need  to  have  comment  on  that 

20  because  everything  that  we  would  have  discussed  up 

21  to  that  would  have  addressed  all  your  comments.  So 

22  we're  not  going  to  go  through  the  logistics, 

23  spending  the  money  to  put  that  whole  report 

24  together,  until  everything  is  satisfied  and  all  the 

25  issues  have  been  resolved. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    So  there  may  be 

2  some  interim  report  that  may  be  presented  to  us? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Right.  Like 

4  the  little  memos  that  we  have  been  putting  out  that 

5  was  titled  "Major  Comments  and  Responses,"  that 

6  kind  of  ten-page  document,  back  in  February.  Now 

7  it's  about  20  or  so  pages.     That  type  of  thing 

8  would  be  used  to  further  address  these  unresolved 

9  issues. 

10  And  yes,  the  RAB  will  certainly  --  as  it  has 

11  been  up  to  this  point  --  be  involved  in  a  review  of 

12  those  memorandums. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    So,  as  I 

14  understand  what  you're  saying,  rather  than  one 

15  complete  final  document,  or  set  of  volumes  at  the 

16  end  of  this  process,  we  may  wind  up  having  several 

17  smaller  interim  documents  to  review? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right,  right. 

19  Because  that  will  save  us  a  ton  of  money  because 

20  the  production  costs  are  so  high. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    If  the  revisions 

22  to  the  RI  lead  to  changes  in  the  Feasibility  Study, 

23  will  there  be  another  opportunity  to  provide 

24  comments  on  the  Feasibility  Study? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Oh, 
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1  absolutely.    I  think,  based  on  what  we  discussed 

2  today  at  the  RPM  meeting,  that  we're  going  to 

3  basically  end  up  revising  the  FS  in  accordance  with 

4  whatever  comes  out  in  the  finalized  RI. 

5  Now,  whether  we  do  that  by  giving  you  a 

6  completely  revised  document  in  a  nice,  neat  binder 

7  and  all  that,  or  whether  we  give  you  an  insert  to 

8  that  document  and  say,  okay,  these  are  the  changes 

9  we  made  to  the  FS  that  we  distributed  in  March  of 

10  this  year  --  which  is  probably  what  we're  going  to 

11  do  --  and  then  that  would  form  the  basis  of  the  FS 

12  that  we  then  would  have  a  30  or  45  or  some 

13  appropriate  review  period  for  that  document. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Would  those  be 

15  presented  to  us  like  this,  in  a  pull-out  page, 

16  whatever,  and  insert  these  pages  so  that  the  ones 

17  we  get,  all  those,  we  would  have  a  binder  that 

18  would  represent  the  entire  FS? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  think  that's 

20  probably  the  best  way  we're  going  to  go.  We 

21  haven't  specifically  identified  the  logistics  for 

22  that,  but  just  looking  ahead  and  speculating,  that 

23  seems  to  be  the  least  expensive  and  the  most 

24  efficient  way  to  do  that.    So  you  might  get  a  stack 

25  of  papers,  and  you  would  just  have  to  take  out  Page 
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1  15,  put  in  a  new  Page  15.    And  that  would  reflect 

2  changes  that  came  out  of  the  RI  report,  maybe  added 

3  a  new  site,  added  ten  new  sites,  deleted  a  couple 

4  of  sites  or  whatever. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Are  we  on 

6  schedule  overall?    Is  the  program  on  schedule? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  no,  we're 

8  not.    We're  not  on  schedule  overall.    I  think  for 

9  the  component  of  the  cleanup  that  is  dealing  with 

10  petroleum  tanks  and  the  fuel  distribution  pipeline 

11  removal,  that  particular  schedule  has  been  delayed 

12  due  to  the  development  of  the  site  cleanup 

13  requirements  by  the  Water  Board. 

14  However,  at  this  point,  the  Water  Board 

15  Executive  Committee  is  going  to  vote  on  the  site 

16  cleanup  tomorrow.    And  given  that  we  expect  that 

17  they  will  approve  the  cleanup  requirements,  we 

18  expect  to  start  on  the  tank  removal  and  fuel 

19  distribution  system  removal  next  month, 

20  approximately  around  the  middle  of  June. 

21  With  regard  to  all  of  the  other  cleanup  sites 

22  on  the  Presidio,  we  also  discussed  that  to  some 

23  degree  this  morning  at  the  RPM  meeting,  and  because 

24  of  the  extensive  amount  of  comments  that  we  had  on 

25  the  RI,  and  because  there's  an  extensive  amount  of 
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1  revision  being  done  to  that  document,  the  plotting 

2  maps  being  one  thing  --  that's  a  ten-week 

3  production  period  --  these  technical  discussions 

4  that  need  to  go  on  to  iron  out  issues  regarding 

5  ambient  levels,  human  health  and  eco  risk  issues  -- 

6  which  would  probably  take  the  next  couple  of  months 

7  to  iron  out  those  issues  --  the  remedial  action  and 

8  the  cleanup  of  the  surface  study  representing  the 

9  RI  is  therefore  also  delayed. 

10  But  what  we  did  talk  about  today  is  the 

11  opportunity  to  do  some  type  of  interaction.  I 

12  think  there  are  some  sites  that  are  indisputable 

13  that  have  been  presented  in  the  RI,  but  we  know 

14  we're  going  to  have  to  do  something.    And  at  those 

15  sites,  the  RPM  discussion,  the  possibility  of 

16  actually  doing  those  cleanups  maybe  with  a  interim 

17  rod,  is  that  the  right  word? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    We  talked  about  a 

19  couple  of  difficult  options.    One  was  a  presumption 

20  you  would  actually  have  the  rod  approved  by  the 

21  public  before  you  took  action,  and  that  would  be 

22  based  on  assumptions  about  the  types  of  sites  you 

23  were  trying  to  address.    In  other  words,  the  rod 

24  would  say,  in  this  type  of  situation  we  would  take 

25  this  type  of  action. 


Page  4 


17 

TinyTran 

1                       BOARDMEMBER  LOLL  I:    About  the 

1 

schedules.    And  then  after  the  technical 

2  funding,  how  do  we  stand  there? 

2 

discussions  occurring  next  week,  there's  going  to 

3                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the 

3 

be  two  meetings  to  discuss  those  key  issues.  I 

inding  as  we  have  it  right  now,  we  have  the 

4 

think  we'll  have  a  better  feel  for  time  frame,  and 

ending  to  do  remedial  action  for  the  sites,  I 

5 

then  we're  going  to  project  dates  at  that  point. 

6  think,  in  question.    What  we  don't  have  is  funding 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Thank  you. 

7  for  the  unknowns  that  are  out  there.    And  that's 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  technical 

8  just  the  issue  that  probably  every  closing  facility 

8 

meetings  next  week,  who's  going  to  be  there  and 

9  faces. 

9 

what  is  the  general  format? 

10                      BOARDMEMBER  LOLL I :    Do  you  have  a 

10 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  it's  the 

11  date  that  this  project  might  be  finished? 

11 

RPM  meeting,  but  there  is  going  to  be  special  folks 

12                      BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  right  now 

12 

at  the  meeting  to  talk  about  the  three  issues,  the 

13  the  projected  date  is  September  of  1999  on  our 

13 

ambient  level  developments,  the  human  health  and 

14  schedule.    If  you  don't  include  the  long-term 

14 

ego  risks. 

15  groundwater  monitoring,  it  was  the  end  of  1999. 

15 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  the  RAB 

16                         BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Thank  you. 

16 

members  have  generally  had  perhaps  one  or  two 

17                       FACILITATOR  KERN:  Larry? 

17 

people  attend  those? 

18                       BOARDMEMBER  SHOCKEY:    Just  so  that  I 

18 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    We  have 

19  am  clear,  you  will  then  be  kind  of  putting  this 

19 

been  on  a  consistent  basis  sending  out  the  RPM 

20  process  into  some  sort  of  informal  written  form  to 

20 

notices  to  Bob  Reinhard,  Jan  Baxter,  and  to  Scott 

21  kind  of  keep  us  advised  regarding  development? 

21 

Miller.    And  Scott,  because  he  works  at  the 

22                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.    I  intend 

22 

Presidio,  is  almost  always  there.    So  at  least  one 

23  to  send  out  just  a  little  information  letter,  kind 

23 

RAB  member  is  present  in  our  RPM  meetings. 

24  of  explaining  or  highlighting  what  we  discussed 

24 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Any  other 

25  today  at  the  RPM  meeting  regarding  the  RI/FS 

25 

questions  on  the  schedule? 

19 

20 

1                        BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  just  wanted  to 

1  helpful. 

2  bring  up      this  wasn't  an  issue  that  was  a 

2 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  I 

3  lead-on,  so  I  can't  really  speak  to  it,  as  I'm  sure 

3 

think  we're  ready  to  proceed  for  the  next  item. 

4  Jan  would. 

4  Any  old  business? 

5           I  think  we're  probably  going  to  come  back  to 

5 

Item  No.  4  then  is  the  follow-up  on 

6  this  issue  again  in  the  future,  and  that  has  to  do 

6  outstanding  RI  report  issues. 

7  with  the  comments,  the  review  period  for  RAB 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     Actually,  Dave 

8  members,  the  comment  review  period  of  30  days.  And 

8  summarized  where  those  outstanding  issues  rest  with 

9  I  think  that  Jan  has  quite  a  good  argument  for 

9  regard  to  the  RI  report.    As  far  as  ambient  levels. 

10  having  a  longer  review  period  established  for  a  lot 

10 

we  still  have  to  resolve  some  issues  with  regard  to 

11  of  these  documents,  and,  I  think,  is  going  to 

11 

the  actual  number  we  picked  out  for  some  inorganics 

12  pursue  trying  to  have  consideration  extended,  those 

12  that  we're  calling  ambient  levels.    This  primarily 

13  periods,  to  30  days.    I  just  wanted  to  mention  that 

13 

focuses  on  the  fill  components  or  the  fill 

14  we'll  probably  come  back  to  this  issue  again  at 

14  methodology  of  the  ambient  levels. 

15  some  point  in  the  future. 

15 

We  have  some  comments,  in  that  I  think  that 

16                       FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right. 

16  we've  picked  too  high  a  level  for  our  threshold. 

17  Further  comments? 

17  and  consequently,  they  believe  that  the  levels 

18                       BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    I  think  it's 

18  should  be  lower.    We  have  some  other  commentors 

19  important  for  the  community  members  that  review 

19  that  said  that  frequently,  in  their  view,  our 

20  that  deadline  --  the  deadline  should  be  after,  so 

20 

values  are  too  low,  and  we  have  to  review  that. 

21  that  the  community  members  have  the  opportunity  to 

21 

Again,  we're  going  to  have  a  discussion  next  week 

22  learn  from  the  expertise  of  the  regulators.    So  if 

22 

concerning  that  matter. 

">u  can  incorporate  that  into  the  schedule,  like 

23 

Regarding  the  ecological  risk  assessment, 

aybe  give  us  15  or  20  days,  or  a  30-day  period 

24 

there's  some  outstanding  issues  with  regard  to  the 

25  after  the  regulator's  comments,  that  would  be 

25  uncertainty  of  the  risk  assessment,  the  inherent 
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1  uncertainty  with  the  risk  assessment,  the  need  to 

2  look  at  whether  additional  sampling  would  be 

3  required,  documentation  or  review  and  explanation 

4  of  the  documentation,  to  review  threshold  levels. 

5  Again,  this  is  going  to  be  a  major  topic  of 

6  discussion  next  week. 

7  On  the  human  health  we  have  less  outstanding 

8  issues,  but  there  are  still  some  technical  points 

9  we  have  to  resolve  with  regard  to  some  exposure 

10  assessment  or  assumptions  that  we  made  that  go  into 

11  the  calculation  of  the  actual  risk. 

12  Again,  I  see  that  as  probably  less  of  a 

13  problem  than  the  ecological  regarding  outstanding 

14  issues,  with  regard  to  the  ecological  risk 

15  assessment. 

16  Another  discussion  we  talked  about  today  was 

17  the  posting  maps.    I  think  we're  looking  at  posting 

18  for  about  18  sites  over  300  individual 

19  constituents.    It's  a  major  effort,  major 

20  collaboration  between  Montgomery/Watson  and  Dames  & 

21  Moore.    And  what  these  will  do  is  these  maps  will 

22  show  or  give  you  for  these  sample  locations  --  say 

23  we  pick  out  lead,  as  an  example,  these  maps  will 

24  show  the  location  of  lead  in  relation  to  a  specific 

25  site  that  we're  looking  at,  or  whatever  other  plan 
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1  that.    That's  a  very  difficult  process,  state  of 

2  the  art.    We're  going  to  be  basically  posting  our 

3  results. 

4  In  the  initial  round,  we  didn't  use  any 

5  XRFs.    As  we  progressed  along  this  route,  we  went 

6  more  and  more  to  XRFs  because  it's  cheaper  and 

7  allows  you  to  do  a  lot  more  sampling.    And  they 

8  will  be  shown  on  the  posting  maps,  by  the  way, 

9  where  we  have  XRFs  show  on  the  posting.    Where  we 

10  have  XRFs  in  a  located  site,  we'll  show  that 

11  result.    So  it's  sort  of  a  check,  so  to  speak. 

12  Both  of  those  values  will  be  on  posting  maps. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

14  questions  for  John  on  this  follow-up  issue? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  LOLL  I :    When  there's  a 

16  different  point  of  view,  who  makes  the  final 

17  decision? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    When  there's  a 

19  different  point  of  view,  who  makes  the  final 

20  decision?    It's  more,  I  guess,  ultimately  a 

21  consensus- type  resolution.    I  guess,  ultimately, 

22  nothing  could  be  resolved  if  you  go  through  a 

23  dispute-resolution  process,  go  up  the  chain  and 

24  ultimately  things  get  resolved  in  some  fashion.  My 

25  comment  is  that  we  would  have  to  resort  to  that. 
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1  we  may  be  looking  at.    And  they  differ  for  each 

2  site,  depending  on  what  we  found  at  the  present 

3  site. 

4  I  just  have  one  other  point.    And  then  we'll 

5  have  another  conference  pool  just  to  resolve  the 

6  other  responses  to  responses.    We  don't  want  to  -- 

7  for  us  to  put  out  responses  to  the  responses  to  the 

8  responses.    We  want  to  hopefully  get  out  of  the 

9  cycle  and  just  look  at  all  those  issues  and  go  over 

10  them  one  by  one  and  try  to  resolve  them.    So  we're 

11  going  to  be  very  busy  next  week  trying  to  resolve 

12  these  so  we  can  move  forward  with  the  revisions  of 

13  the  document. 

14  Those  are  sort  of  the  big-picture  issues  as  I 

15  see  them  right  now.    So  with  that,  if  you  have 

16  questions. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    You  brought  up 

18  lead  and  area  maps.    Are  these  going  to  be  specific 

19  to  where  the  lead  came  from? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  are  going  to 

21  post  the  results,  or  the  results  we  developed  in 

22  the  RI  process,  and  we  might  also  bring  in  some 

23  other  studies  that  Montgomery/Watson  has.    But  as 

24  far  as  the  roadway  contribution  to  this  versus  the 

25  paint,  we're  not  going  to  make  a  determination  on 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Thank  you. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  don't  know  if 

3  we're  going  to  get  to  this  a  little  later,  but  this 

4  is  on  an  historical  information  issue.    And  I  think 

5  at  the  workshop,  quite  a  bit  of  time  was  spent  on 

6  historical  sites.    And  I  noticed  that  in  discussing 

7  outstanding  RI  issues,  you  haven't  really  addressed 

8  that  at  all.    I  think  maybe  if  you  could  give  a 

9  summary  of  what  you  found. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Well,  that's 

11  under  Item  E. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Well,  then  we  can 

13  put  that  off  until  then.    We'll  put  you  back  on  the 

14  hot  seat  then. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  comments? 

16  Well,  we  have  the  Regional  Quality  Control  Board. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  think  the 

18  idea  in  putting  this  on  the  agenda  was  because 

19  someone  raised  that  issue.    I  think  it  was  either 

20  at  the  workshop  or  the  RAB  meeting  prior  to  that. 

21  And  without  Rich  Hiett  here  --  he's  not  here, 

22  right?    It  kind  of  defeats  the  purpose  of  our  being 

23  able  to  discuss  that,  because  what  I  have  wanted  to 

24  be  able  to  do  was  to  highlight  perhaps  some  of  the 

25  very,  very  preliminary  discussions  that  the  Army 
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1  has  had  with  the  Water  Board  regarding  the 

2  applicability  of  natural  attenuation  at  a  facility 

3  such  as  the  Presidio. 

And  as  it  turns  out,  I  did  receive  your 
jitment  package  this  afternoon.    Did  that  get 

6  passed  around  today?    Okay.    However,  if  you  want 

7  to  just  go  through  your  overview  on  this,  Harry, 

8  feel  free. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Well,  I  would  be 

10  glad  to.    I'm  thinking,  however,  that  --  maybe  I'll 

11  give  a  little  background;  maybe  people  don't  know 

12  what  this  means. 

13  Natural  attenuation  is  typically  considered 

14  to  be  degradation  of  contaminants  at  a  site  or  at 

15  the  location  of  the  contaminants,  without  any 

16  intervention  at  all  by  an  engineer,  remediation 

17  system  or  by  human  activity  at  all.  Natural 

18  degradation  takes  place  under  certain  conditions. 

19  And  one  of  the  biggest  contamination  problems  at 

20  the  Presidio  is  presence  of  hydrocarbons  in 

21  sub-surface.    And  ideally,  hydrocarbons  were  very 

22  amenable  to  biodegradation,  and  that  is  why  natural 

23  attenuation  or  attenuation  is  considered  to  be  a 

24  good  alternative  to  be  considered  at  such  sites. 

25  The  nice  thing  about  natural  attenuation  is 
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1  that  it  doesn't  require  an  engineer's  solution.  It 

2  is  less  cost- intensive  than  an  engineer's 

3  solution.    So  consequently,  I  think  the  Army  is 

4  looking  at  employing  this  alternative  to  as  many 

5  sites  as  they  possibly  can  if  it's  found  to  be 

6  effective.    And,  I  think,  that's  probably  one  of 

7  the  key  issues  here.    Is  it  a  reasonable 

8  alternative  to  consider  for  a  large  number  of  sites 

9  at  the  Presidio?    I  have  a  small  talk  that  I 

10  prepared  to  kind  of  review  some  of  the  basics  of 

11  it. 

12  I  think,  however,  that  it  might  be  more 

13  valuable  to  postpone  that  and  present  that  again 

14  when  the  Corps  and  the  Regional  Board  might  be  also 

15  prepared  to  participate  in  kind  of  a 

16  general  overview  of  the    issue.    Because  I  think  I 

17  would  provide  just  one  side  of  it,  and  I  think 

18  maybe  the  Corps  would  have  some  input  on  natural 

19  attenuation  issues  as  well  as  the  Water  Board.  So 

20  maybe  it  would  be  best  to  postpone  this  until  we 

21  all  got  ourselves  together  on  that. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    If  you  have  a 

23  position  on  that,  and  there  are  other  positions  by 

24  the  Regional  Board,  I  guess  it  is  incorporated  in 

25  something  already  written.    If  there  are  multiple 
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1  positions,  we  can  review  in  writing  in  advance.  It 

2  might  help  the  community  members  get  up  to  speed  on 

3  that  issue  prior  to  the  meeting  so  that  nothing  is 

4  a  surprise  and  maybe  cover  some  background  material 

5  in  the  meeting,  and  hopefully  that  can  be 

6  implemented  for  the  next  meeting. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Harry,  you  have 

8  something  in  the  package,  right? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    That's  basically 

10  an  outline  of  what  I  was  going  to  review.    But,  as 

11  I  said,  I  think  I  might  want  to  postpone  going  over 

12  it  until  we  can  have  a  more  complete  presentation. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  so  to  follow 

14  up  on  Scott's  statement,  do  we  know  if  the  Water 

15  Board  has  a  position  on  that,  or  does  the  Army  have 

16  a  position  table? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  don't  think 

18  the  Army  has  a  position  table.    I  think  the  Board 

19  has  some  type  of  regulatory  policies. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    The  Board  has  a 

21  guidance,  and  so  probably  that  combined  with  LLNL 

22  study,  that  will  give  you  some  background.  That 

:ll  give  you  one  side  of  the  story  and  Harry  can 
<_    _,ive  you  the  other. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Who  would  we 
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1  contact  about  getting  distribution  of  that 

2  material?    I  mean,  I  have  a  copy  of  the  LLNL 

3  report,  but  having  it  available  to  RAB  members. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Is  that  available 

5  in  the  repository? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  don't  believe 

7  so,  but  we  can  work  with  the  Water  Board  to  try  and 

8  obtain  that  and  get  it  into  the  hands  of  everybody 

9  who  wants  to  have  a  look. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  I  guess  the 

11  follow  up  on  this  is  we're  going  to  try  and  get  all 

12  these  items  in  the  repository  and  people  can 

13  request  them  if  they  want  a  copy. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Could  we  get  a 

15  general  sense  of  how  big  of  an  issue  this  is?  Is 

16  this  Crissy  Field,  or  half  of  it,  or  a  small 

17  portion  of  the  whole  base? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:  Somewhere 

19  between  nothing  and  all  the  petroleum  sites. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    That's  exactly 

21  right.    And  I  would  suspect  that  the  Army  is  going 

22  to  argue  that  it  be  effective  on  all  of  the 

23  petroleum  sites  on  the  base.    And  the  question  is 

24  whether  that  will  be  amenable. 

25  My  position  on  it  is  that  if  any  proposal 
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1  such  as  intrinsic  remediation  is  to  be  justified, 

2  it  has  to  be  justified  by  quite  a  bit  of  scientific 

3  work  to  support  that  the  site  be  amenable  to  that 

4  on  the  Presidio. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     I  think  it 

6  depends  on  the  site.    Obviously,  it's  between  zero 

7  and  all  of  the  sites.     I  know  that  the  soil  concept 

8  tends  to  work  better  for  groundwater  impacted  soil, 

9  and  it's  often  quicker  and  easier  to  bring  soil 

10  out. 

11  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  the  fact  that  it 

12  is  so  expensive  to  clean  it  up  in  a  traditional 

13  sense  and  so  costly,  and  it's  not  as  if  nature  can 

14  clean  it  up  in  a  reasonable  time  frame,  and  maybe 

15  not  a  reasonable  time  frame  for  the  Park  Service  or 

16  public.    So  predominantly,  when  we're  talking  about 

17  this  concept,  it  really  does  apply  to  groundwater 

18  sites. 

19  Now  this  Board  guidance  that  came  out  also 

20  addresses  soil  sites,  but  not  from  a  natural 

21  attenuation  point  of  view.    You  take  the  tank  out 

22  --  if  you  take  the  source  out,  saturate  it  in 

23  soil,  and  there's  no  groundwater  impact,  you  can 

24  close  the  site.    This  is  what  they're 

25  recommending.    This  is  a  little  bit  different  than 
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1  what  Harry  is  talking  about,  but  the  issue  of  the 

2  threat  to  groundwater  isn't  there  anymore.  So 

3  predominantly,  if  we're  going  employ  this,  the 

4  chances  are  very  good  it  will  probably  be  at  a 

5  groundwater  site  versus  a  soil  site. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Although,  to 

7  follow  up,  I  think  that  part  of  the  community 

8  concern  is  what  happens  to  all  the  hydrocarbons 

9  that  are  left  in  the  ground  that  meet  the  cleanup 

10  criteria  set  by  the  Board  site  cleanup 

11  requirements?    And  I  think  that  one  of  the 

12  responses  is  that,  hopefully,  natural  attenuation 

13  will  ultimately  take  care  of  those  sites. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Yes. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  I  might  jump 

16  in  here  since  there  has  been  a  bit  of  a  discussion 

17  going  on.    Is  there  anyone  from  the  public  or 

18  boardmembers  that  would  like  to  ask  any  questions 

19  about  what  people  are  talking  about? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:     I'm  sort  of 

21  wondering  how  old  this  process  is  or  the 

22  technology,  for  all  of  those  parts,  sort  of  came 

23  being  together.    So  if  it  is  possible  to  read 

24  something  that  is  much  more  generic.     It  seems  to 

25  me  that  a  reference  like  that  would  be  useful  so  we 
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1  know  what  we're  talking  about,  so  we  know  how  to 

2  apply  it. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Well,  the 

4  process  has  been  going  on  since  the  first 

5  hydrocarbons  were  in  place.    The  process  of  using 

6  it  as  a  cleanup  is  probably  about,  I'd  say,  in  the 

7  neighborhood  of  five  years  old.    It  started  off 

8  very  slow,  but  it's  increasing  nationwide.    So  the 

9  actual  process  is  about  five  years  old.    There's  a 

10  lot  of  trial  sites.    We  are  starting  to  find  out  a 

11  lot  more  about  fuel  hydrocarbons.    In  fact,  as 

12  science  goes  along,  we  tend  to  understand  more 

13  about  what's  going  on.    It's  a  very  slow  process, 

14  but  it  is  increasing  nationwide.    So  the  fuel 

15  process  is  about  five  years  old,  don't  you  think, 

16  Harry? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Well,  I  think 

18  probably  officially  recognized  it's  probably  in 

19  that  time  range,  but  it  is  something  that  has  been 

20  going  on  since  the  time  when  a  farmer  at  his  ranch 

21  gets  rid  of  some  fill,  he  knows  when  he  turns  over 

22  the  soil  over  a  season  and  eventually  it's  gone, 

23  it's  natural  degradation.    So  people  take  advantage 

24  of  it.    It  goes  on  --  right  now  at  sites,  it's 

25  going  on. 
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1  But  as  to  your  other  question,  is  there 

2  something  less  scientific?    I  think  the  problem  is 

3  that  the  process  itself  is  so  complex,  and 

4  scientific  knowledge  about  it  is  so  limited  that 

5  it's  --  right  now  a  lot  of  the  knowledge  about  it 

6  is  really  in  scientific  terms  and  they're  very  few 

7  kinds  of       real  anecdotal  types  of  stories  that 

8  you  could  read  about  it  that  wouldn't  bias  you  in 

9  one  way  or  another  about  the  technology. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Why  don't  you 

11  have  David  Rice  come  here  and  talk  to  the  group? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  don't  know  that 

13  he  would  be  the  best  person.    He's  the  author  of 

14  this  study.    The  study  is  scientifically  weak,  and 

15  it  is  very  controversial,  I  think,  scientifically 

16  and  politically  right  now.    And  I  don't  know  that 

17  he  realty  is  the  --  that  he  would  be  the  best 

18  person  to  talk  about  bioremediation  since  he's  not 

19  in  the  field  except  for  being  an  author  of  this 

20  report  about  it.    But  we  can  talk  about  finding 

21  someone. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Perhaps  we  can 

23  refer  that  idea  to  the  committee  to  come  up  with  a 

24  proposal  for  bringing  in  maybe  more  than  one 

25  person,  say,  both  sides  of  the  argument. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    ActuaUy,  at 

2  Treasure  Island's  RAB  a  gentleman,  whose  name  slips 

3  my  mind  right  now,  a  gentleman  from  the  Board  came 

d  gave  a  presentation  on  this  very  subject,  and  I 
lould  try  to  get  his  name.    I  could  contact  you 

6  and  we  could  try  and  figure  that  out. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  There's 

8  actually  several  people  at  the  Board  who  are 

9  qualified  to  give  that  speech. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

11  on  this  topic? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  would  just 

13  like  to  ask  that  we  have  this  discussion  at  the 

14  next  meeting.    And  by  the  way.  Bill  Wattenberg  was 

15  talking  about  this  issue  on  his  radio  program  this 

16  weekend,  which  was  interesting.    But  if  we  have 

17  this  discussion  at  the  next  meeting,  that  someone 

18  from  the  Park  Service  be  able  to  tell  us  their 

19  position  vis-a-vis  the  wetlands,  which  is  the 

20  preferred  alternative  for  Crissy  Field,  in 

21  conjunction  with  natural  attenuation. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    I  don't  think 

23  we'll  be  in  dispute,  technically,  with  the  notion 

24  that  natural  attenuation  works. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:  Well, 
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1  officially,  we  don't  -- 

2  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:     I  don't  think  we 

3  have  a  problem  letting  you  know  what  our  concerns 

4  are  and  what  we  would  look  for  in  the  wetlands. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    One  other 

6  aspect  with  the  petroleum  cleanup:    The  permit  that 

7  was  ordered  and  that  was  proposed  for  the  Water 

8  Board  action  tomorrow  is  that  there  would  be  a 

9  protection  area  around  the  footprint  of  the 

10  proposed  wetlands,  which  would  have  cleanup  levels 

11  established  which  were  shown  by  one  half  of  the 

12  order  that  there  would  be  a  series  of  studies  done 

13  so  that  those  cleanup  levels  are  established 

14  through  testing,  which  is  somewhat  more  difficult 

15  than  some  of  the  natural  attenuation  issues. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

17  on  this  topic?    All  right.    Well,  we're  cruising 

18  tonight.    Let's  move  on  to  Item  C. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    What  I  was 

20  hoping  that  you  could  do  for  us  folks  tonight  is 

21  just  maybe  give  a  brief  summary  of  the  discussion 

22  of  what  we  anticipate  tomorrow  and  how  that's  going 

23  to  affect  the  UST/FDS  Program. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Tomorrow  at 

25  9:30  at  the  BART  headquarters  in  Oakland,  I  think 
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1  that's  800  Madison  Street,  second  floor,  9:30 

2  tomorrow  morning,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional 

3  Water  Quality  Control  Board  is  going  to  hold  a 

4  hearing  on  what  used  to  be  termed  WDR,  Waste 

5  Discharge  Requirements,  and  renamed  as  the  Site 

6  Cleanup  Requirements. 

7  One  is  an  order  from  the  Board  that 

8  promulgates,  if  you  will,  our  cleanup  levels  for 

9  fuel  and  hydrocarbons  in  soils.    It  does  not 

10  address  specific  cleanup  levels  for  groundwater, 

11  that's  just  for  soil.    So  sites  which  don't  have  a 

12  groundwater  impact,  we  can  then  cleanup  levels  so 

13  we're  not  --  we  aren't  waiting  around  trying  to 

14  figure  out  what  sort  of  fuel  hydrocarbons  we  should 

15  clean  up.    This  does  not  apply  to  the  surface 

16  sites.    It  only  applies  to  underground  storage 

17  tanks  that  hold  fuel  hydrocarbons.    It  applies  to 

18  the  fuel  system  that  ran  through  the  base,  the 

19  six-to  eight-inch  line,  and  it  also  applies  to 

20  hydrocarbon  systems,  even  if  they  weren't 

21- associated  with  the  tanks  where  we  had  a  mixture  of 
22  solvent  and  fuel  hydrocarbons.    It  doesn't  apply  to 

tal  sites,  just  the  whole  UST/FDS  fuel 
c-.  ..ydrocarbon  program. 

25  Quite  frankly,  I  don't  know  what  to  expect 
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1  tomorrow  because  I  haven't  been  to  a  Board  hearing 

2  here.    But  I  think,  essentially,  what's  going  to 

3  happen,  they  will  probably  review,  I  think,  what's 

4  in  the  order  briefly,  and  they'll  allow  any 

5  interested  parties  to  speak.    And  I'm  assuming  they 

6  will  vote  on  it,  and  if  it's  approved,  then  the 

7  order  stands,  and  then  we  start  our  work  as  far  as 

8  cleanup  goes. 

9  If  there's  significant  issues  that  the  Board 

10  can't  resolve  via  their  reports  from  the  staff,  and 

11  if  executive  officers  feel  that  there's  problems, 

12  they'll  actually  defer,  which  means  they'll 

13  probably  lose  another  30  days.    So  it  would  be  a 

14  loss.    But  the  Park  Service  and  the  Water  Board  and 

15  the  Army  have  been  working  very  closely  on  getting 

16  things  written  into  the  NCR  that  it  will  take  to 

17  make  that  as  fair  as  possible  and  a  rapid  cleanup 

18  and  ecological  cleanup  as  we  actually  can.    So  it's 

19  an  open  hearing,  and  neighbors  are  allowed  to 

20  come. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     If  the  Army  and 

22  the  Park  Service  are  working  together,  is  it  likely 

23  that  the  Army  or  the  Park  Service  is  going  to  raise 

24  objection  to  the  order  so  that  it  will  lead  to  a 

25  potential  delay  in  the  process? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Probably  not. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    The  Park  Service 

3  doesn't  intend  to  protest  it. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Are  the  fuel 

5  distribution  pipes  going  to  come  under  this  site 

6  cleanup  requirements?    Are  they  filtered  out  of 

7  it? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Anything  that 

9  has  to  do  with  fuel  hydrocarbons  has  to  do  with  the 

10  cleanup  requirements. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    If  you  have 

12  metal  and  if  the  pipe  is  being  left  in  place,  you'd 

13  have  metal  and  hydrocarbons? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    No.  We're 

15  talking  about  the  firing  range.    That's  what  I 

16  meant  by  metal,  not  the  metal  pipe  itself. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    So  the 

18  existing  pipe  is  going  to  be  part  of  this  site 

19  cleanup  plan,  the  requirements? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Essentially, 

21  what  the  site  cleanup  requires  is  that  we  have  to 

22  clean  up  depending  on  where  we  are  in  the  soil 

23  horizons. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     It  also  has 

25  monitoring  requirements  and  sampling  requirements 
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1  for  those  pipes  that  they're  leaving  in  place. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I'm  a  little 

3  confused  about  what  it  does  apply  to.    And  then, 

4  you  just  said  that  it  does  apply  to  the  pipes,  so 

5  what  else  does  it  apply  to?    Could  you  give  some 

6  examples? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     If  I  take  a 

8  fuel  tank,  I'll  say  diesel  tank,  a  diesel  tank  leak 

9  and  I've  got  soils  that  have  diesel  in  it,  then  the 

10  site  cleanup  requirements  will  actually  tell  me  -- 

11  depending  on  where  I  am  on  the  base  --  what  I 

12  actually  have  to  clean  up;  same  with  this  fuel 

13  line.    This  fuel  line  --  if  there's  an  area  where 

14  the  line  had  leaks  and  we're  cleaning  that  up,  this 

15  would  dictate  --  it  basically  answers  the  question 

16  how  clean  is  clean  from  the  regulatory  point  of 

17  view  for  protection  of  health  and  safety,  the 

18  groundwater  resources  and  receptors,  and 

19  terrestrial  receptors.    When  I  was  saying  things  it 

20  doesn't  apply  to,  like  a  firing  range  that  has 

21  lead,  that's  not  covered  under  this  order  because, 

22  understand,  unless  there  is  a  threat  to 

23  groundwater,  which  we're  not  seeing,  that  does  not 

24  apply.    Does  that  answer  your  question? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    How  about,  say. 
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1  landfills? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    Only  sites  where 

3  it  has  petroleum  contamination  in  soil. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  see. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     I  understood 

6  from  the  RPM  the  Army  might  make  an  issue  about  the 

7  lead  level  for  soil  cleanup  levels  for  ecological 

8  receptors,  and  I'm  confused.    Would  that  lead  to  a 

9  potential  delay  if  it  expected  an  objection? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    In  the  order, 

11  as  it  is  written,  it's  allows  the  Army  to  come  back 

12  and  submit  another  cleanup  level  for  lead.    This  is 

13  going  to  get  difficult.    For  gasoline  sites, 

14  gasoline  used  to  have  lead  in  it  and  we  have  old 

15  gasoline  tanks.    So  for  a  gasoline  site,  it  is  in 

16  the  mandate  of  the  order  to  set  the  cleanup  for 

17  part  of  the  tanks.    The  Board  is  setting  an  actual 

18  level  for  lead.    The  number  they  set  was  very, 

19  very,  very  low,  and  so  the  Army  has  gone  on  record 

20  saying  we  don't  like  this  number.    It  was  based  on 

21  some  studies  that  we  don't  think  are  to  apply 

22  here.    So  within  the  body  of  the  order  itself,  it 

23  gives  the  Army  the  option  of  coming  back  with  a 

24  justifiable  number  that  we  can  change.    That  puts 

25  it  as  stands  right  now.    It's  in  the  order,  and 


40 

1  there's  a  clause  in  there  that  allows  us  to  do 

2  that. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     Do  you  know, 

4  Roger,  whether  that  change  to  that  number  would  be 

5  accompanied  by  a  public  hearing  process? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  don't  know 

7  what  the  protocols  are,  but  I  imagine  that's  in  the 

8  body  of  the  order.    There's  a  chance  that  it 

9  probably  would  have  to  be  there.    I  know  that  there 

10  are  certain  changes,  things  that  can  be  changed 

11  without  a  public  hearing  and  certain  things  that 

12  can't. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Roger,  can  you 

14  tell  us  what  the  number  is  that's  in  dispute? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Fifty. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  know  that  Bob  is 

17  going  to  be  talking  --  I'm  pretty  sure  he's  going 

18  to  be  talking  at  the  meeting  tomorrow.    And  I  spoke 

19  with  him,  and  he  encourages  anybody  who  wants  to 

20  come  to  the  meeting  tomorrow  to  feel  free  to  come 

21  over  and  show  the  flag  for  the  Restoration  Advisory 

22  Board. 

23  I  think  one  of  his  biggest  concerns  in  the 

24  final  order,  as  written  now,  is  that  the  Corrective 

25  Action  Plans  have  not  been  written  as  the  order  is 
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1  written  now.    They  will  not  come  up  for  public 

2  review.    And  I  think  what  he  wants  to  see  impressed 

3  upon  the  Board  is  that  the  Corrective  Action  Plan 

■  implemented  in  the  order;  so  that's  one  issue. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    It's  Title 

6  23,  Chapter  16.    That's  an  automatic  30-day  review 

7  for  the  Corrective  Action  Plan.    I  don't  think  this 

8  order  supersedes  state  law. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  think  he's 

10  looking  at  sites  where  you  have  proposed  minimum 

11  caps. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    It  is  also 

13  part  of  the  Corrective  Plan  process,  all  of  it, 

14  whether  it's  a  cap  or  mini  cap. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    But  also,  I'd  like 

16  to  emphasize  that  the  meeting  starts  at  9:30,  but  I 

17  understand  the  Presidio  issue  is  scheduled  for 

18  around  11:30.    So  it  might  be  considered  before 

19  that  or  after,  depending  on  how  the  Board  hearing 

20  goes. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Can  we  see, 

22  perhaps,  a  show  of  hands  of  people  who  intend  to 

23  show  up  at  the  meeting?    So  there  will  be  three  or 

24  four  of  us  from  the  RAB. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I'd  like  to 
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1  know  who  makes  the  final  decision  about  what  parts 

2  of  the  fuel  distribution  system  are  left  in  place. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  Park 

4  Service. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    And  that  is 

6  driven  by  the  question  of  historic  buildings? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    That  is 

8  partially  driven  by  --  the  Park  Service  wrote  a 

9  letter  --  Bob  Chandler  wrote  a  letter  a  couple  of 

10  months  back  stating  that  we  would  like  to  have  the 

11  fuel  distribution  system  removed  as  soon  as 

12  possible.    The  area  where  we  would  like  the 

13  distribution  system  to  stay  in  place  would  be  under 

14  buildings  where  you  would  compromise  the  building 

15  by  digging  underneath,  if  there  were  cultural  or 

16  historic  culture,  landscape  features  that  would  be 

17  endangered. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    And  what  is 

19  PG&E's  position  on  this  issue?    And  when  they're 

20  laying  their  lines  there,  are  they  going  to  be  in 

21  the  same  steps  it  was  stated  previously? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    PG&E  will  put 

23  their  stuff  --  PG&E's  point  of  view  is  they  would 

24  like  the  fuel  distribution  system  done  to 

25  regulatory  standard  before  they  are  finalized  to 
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1  the  site.    If  there  are  areas  where  we  decide  to 

2  abandon  fuel  lines  in  place  because  there's  a 

3  structure  or  something,  those  are  areas  that  we 

4  wouldn't  have  allowed  PG&E  to  dig  up  either.  So 

5  they  would  have  to  route  around  those.    But,  in 

6  general,  the  electrical  distribution  system  will 

7  follow  the  footprint  of  the  fuel  distribution 

8  system. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments  on 

10  this  item?    Now,  lead-base  paint  in  soil, 

11  non- residential  areas.    That  would  be  the  Park 

12  Service. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    The  Park 

14  Service,  the  Army,  EPA,  DTSC  --  I  think  that  was 

15  everybody  --  had  a  meeting  a  while  back  to  discuss 

16  the  issue  of  lead-base  paint  in  non- residential 

17  areas. 

18  This  issue  was  raised  because  there  was 

19  concern  that  we  were  possibly  missing  a  potential 

20  hazard  at  the  Presidio  by  not  addressing 

21  non- residential  contaminated  soils.    At  that 

22  meeting,  it  was  decided  that  the  Park  Service  would 

>t  forth  a  draft  proposal  that  could  form  the 
<_     dsis  for  establishing  a  program  to  address  those 
25  areas,  and  I  think  that's  actually  included  in 
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1  the  handout  packet.    There's  a  two-pager  marked  NPS 

2  Draft  Proposal  for  addressing  this  issue,  and 

3  there's  another  one  on  Department  of  Army 

4  letterhead  which  shows  the  Army's  proposal. 

5  Basically  the  Park  Service  has  three  major 

6  concerns.    One  being  the  potential  threat,  health 

7  threat,  to  visitors  or  residents  of  the  Presidio; 

8  another  being  the  association  with  having 

9  contamination  around  a  leaseable  property. 

10  And  the  third  being  potential  liabilities  to 

11  lenders  of  future  residents,  things  of  that 

12  nature.    And  also,  additional  compliance  cost  from 

13  OSHA  or  RICRA,  taking  actions  around  buildings. 

14  We  feel  that  addressing  lead  contamination, 

15  or  potential  lead  contamination  around 

16  non- residential  buildings  would  assure  that 

17  visitors  and  residents  of  the  park  would  have  a 

18  healthful  environment.    That  it  would  ensure  that 

19  when  the  Presidio  Trust  comes  on  board  that  they 

20  would  have  the  ability  to  lease  the  property,  lease 

21  the  buildings  at  the  Presidio  for  their  maximum 

22  value  and  achieve  their  goal  that  the  Presidio 

23  would  be  financially  stable  within  the  first  15 

24  years.    And  also,  that  it  would  eliminate  the 

25  financial  burden  that's  being  placed  on  the  Park 
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1  Service  presently,  and  will  continue  to  be  placed 

2  on  future  owners  and  operators  of  the  Presidio  in 

3  the  event  --  in  some  cases  we  have  lead  that 

4  constitutes  hazards.    And  any  time  you  dig  around  a 

5  building  and  that  soil  constitutes  a  hazardous 

6  waste,  you  have  to  follow  RICRA;  you  have  to  follow 

7  OSHA;  you  have  to  characterize  it;  you  have  to 

8  manifest  it;  and  you  have  to  dispose  of  it 

9  properly. 

10  So  in  order  to  address  those  issues,  we  put 

11  forward  a  plan  that  is  somewhat  based  on  the  HUD 

12  protocol  with  housing  and  non- residential  lead 

13  soil.    It  deviates  from  that  in  a  few  respects,  one 

14  being  that  we  proposed  using  XRF  technology  because 

15  we  feel  that  it  allows  you  to  get  site-specifc 

16  samples  for  reduced  cost,  which  would  increase  the 

17  frequency  of  sampling  without  creating  an  undue 

18  burden  on  the  site;  that  we  would  do  specific 

19  samples  around  the  building  as  opposed  to  doing 

20  composite  samples,  because  we  feel  it's  important 

21  to  know  exactly  where  your  lead  is  as  opposed  to 

22  knowing  an  average;  and  that  we  would  allow  for 

23  various  solutions  to  the  lead  problem  if  we  found 

24  there  was  a  lead  problem  at  the  buildings,  we  would 

25  not  just  excavation  that  soil,  but  possibly  take 
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1  other  measures  that  would  be  consistent  with 

2  reviews  of  those  sites. 

3  So  basically,  that  proposal  was  put  out  the 

4  22nd  of  ApriL.    I  believe  it  was  sent  to  all  of  the 

5  RPM  people  as  well  as  the  public  members  of  the 

6  RAB,  particularly  those  who  participate  in  the  RPM 

7  meetings.    And  it  was  brought  up  for  brief 

8  discussion  today  at  the  RPM  meeting. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.     If  you 

10  had  an  opportunity  to  briefly  look  at  this,  in  our 

11  background  discussion  we  talked  about  what  the  Army 

12  is  doing  regarding  lead-base  paint  in  soil  around 

13  residential  areas  at  the  Presidio.    To  make  it 

14  perfectly  clear,  the  Army  does  have  some  obligation 

15  in  the  matter  and  it  is  related  to  residential 

16  areas.    And  that  survey,  soil  screening,  has 

17  already  been  completed.    But  the  question  arose  of 

18  what  to  do  about  the  potential  for  lead-base  paint 

19  and  soil  around  non-residential  areas.    And  because 

20  there  was  a  legal  disagreement  between  the  Army  the 

21  Regulatory  Agency,  the  Park  Service,  with  regard  to 

22  this,  then  the  discussion  moved  to  agreeing  to 

23  disagree  on  the  regulatory  applicability  of  CERCLA 

24  or  state  law  in  this  matter  versus  the  HUD  protocol 

25  and  focus  on  addressing  the  hazards.    And  that  is 
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1  how  the  Army  developed  its  proposal. 

2  And  in  our  discussion  today,  I  think  that  the 

3  Army  and  the  Park  Service  are  still  pretty  far 

4  apart  on  how  to  address  the  issue  of  lead-base 

5  paint  in  soil  around  non- residential  areas,  because 

6  the  Park  Service  is  looking  at  this  as  a  business 

7  issue  regarding  leasing  and  liability,  and  the  Army 

8  is  looking  at  this  as  an  extension  of  the  policy 

9  that  it  already  follows,  which  is  HUD,  which 

10  guidance  describes  concern  about  sensitive 

11  receptors,  which  is  children  under  seven  and 

12  pregnant  women  living  in  residences,  being  in  a 

13  house  or  in  a  residential  area  for  24  hours  a  day, 

14  or  whatever  that  concern  is. 

15  And  because  of  that,  it's  very  hard  to  move 

16  forward.    There  doesn't  seem  to  be  any  disagreement 

17  regarding  --  if  you  look  at  the  Army's  proposal 

18  there  regarding  Paragraph  2  through  8  --  the  whole 

19  thing  is  basically  in  Paragraph  1  --  this 

20  represents  the  qualifying  structure.    And  we  just 

21  ended  our   discussion  today  as  kind  of  unresolved. 

22  And  that's  basically  where  we're  at  right  now  with 

23  this  issue. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Who  has  the  final 

25  decision?    Who  makes  the  final  decision? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's  a 

2  good  point.    The  ultimate  final  decision  on  this  -- 

3  I  mean,  the  ultimate  decision  on  this  may  end  up 

4  being  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 

5  Secretary  of  the  Army  discussing  this,  or  actually, 

6  the  Secretary  of  Defense.    Because  whatever  happens 

7  here  is  going  to  set  a  precedent  for  every  other 

8  military  facility  in  the  country. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:     It's  important 

10  to  note  that  this  isn't  an  issue  that  has  only  been 

11  raised  at  the  Presidio.    There  are  ongoing 

12  discussions  on  a  national  level  between  DOD,  EPA, 

13  the  state,  on  the  issue  of  whether  lead  released  in 

14  the  environment  from  paint  on  a  structure  comes 

15  from  a,  quote,  unquote,  release  under  CERCLA. 

16  And  so  this  issue  isn't  something  that  just 

17  the  Army  and  the  Park  Service  are  disagreeing  on 

18  the  local  level;  it  is  something  that  the  EPA  and 

19  DOD  are  disagreeing  on,  on  a  national  level.  This 

20  was  an  attempt  to  try  and  reach  resolution  on  a 

21  substantive  issue  strictly  for  the  Presidio  so  that 

22  we  can  say,  okay,  irrespective  of  what  people's 

23  interpretations  are  of  the  statute,  this  is  what 

24  we're  doing  at  the  Presidio.    Without  that 

25  agreement  between  the  Army  and  the  Park  Service  and 
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1  the  regulators,  it  is  very  likely  that  the  petition 

2  will  be  decided  in  Washington  and  will  apply  to  all 

3  facilities. 

BOARDMEHBER  LOLLI:    Thank  you. 
BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Do  you  have 

6  enough  information  or  data  on  where  the  lead  is  at 

7  this  point? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    That  is  part  of 

9  the  Park  Service's  concern.    There  has  been  no 

10  sampling  at  residential  areas. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    One  of  the  points 

12  that  EPA  has  brought  up  about  this  plan,  we  liked 

13  the  idea  that  they're  using  discreet  sampling 

14  because  that  gives  you  a  better  protocol  at  the 

15  residential  areas.    We're  going  to  end  up  having  a 

16  better  definition  of  where  the  lead  problems  are  in 

17  the  non- residential  areas  than  we  have  in  the 

18  residential  areas  where  there  are  families.    So  EPA 

19  is  concerned.    Whatever  protocol  we  finally  agree 

20  on,  we  want  to  see  that  same  protocol  applied  both 

21  in  the  residential  and  non-residential  areas. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    This  is  only 

23  building  exteriors;  is  that  right? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:  Correct. 

25  Building  interiors  are  dealt  with  separately. 
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1  There  was  interior  sampling  done  in  residential 

2  areas  as  part  of  Versar's  work. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     How  about  on 

4  non-residential  areas? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    That  hasn't  been 

6  addressed.    Primarily,  this  issue  came  about  as  a 

7  CERCLA  release  issue.    And  I  think  it  was  generally 

8  agreed  upon  that  contaminants  on  interiors  of 

9  buildings  were  not  covered  under  CERCLA,  whereas  a 

10  release  to  the  environment,  or  what  some  people  are 

11  terming  as  a  release  to  the  environment  are. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Do  you  hope  to 

13  be  able  to  deal  with  the  interior  spaces  as  well? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    That  is 

15  something  that's  going  to  have  to  be  dealt  with, 

16  but  I  think  there's  agreement  that  lead  paint  on 

17  the  interior  of  a  building  is  outside  the  scope  of 

18  CERCLA. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    That  doesn't 

20  come  under  HUD? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    The  HUD 

22  protocols  specifically  target  residential,  federal 

23  residential  units.  Exterior. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    This  applies 

25  to  lead?    Say  there  was  ink  in  paint.    Would  there 


BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Is  that  just 
For  anything. 


BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT: 
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1  be  the  same  discussion  about  CERCLA  versus  HUD,  et 

2  cetera? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    Well,  there  is 

4  ink  in  the  paint.    I  mean,  that  falls  under  CERCLA, 

5  correct.    I  think  where  the  argument  lies  is 

6  whether  you  consider  paint  coming  off  a  building  to 

7  be  an  in-use  consumer  product. 
8 

9  for  lead? 
10 
11 

12  metal? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    Yes.  That's 

14  where  the  fundamental  difference  between  the  two 

15  sides  on  the  CERCLA  release  issue  is.    There's  one 

16  side  that  considers  paint  flaking  off  a  building 

17  into  soil  still  being  a  consumer  product,  and  the 

18  other  side  says  it's  no  longer  an  in-use  consumer 

19  product. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  just  want  to 

21  follow  up  on  what  Michael  said.    He  was  saying  that 

22  sampling  protocol  utilized  around  the  housing  units 

•ed  composite  sampling  as  opposed  to  street 
dmples,  and  they  think  that's  inadequate. 
25  However,  that's  the  very  same  procedure  HUD  uses  on 
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1  all  federal  facilities;  we  followed  those 

2  guidelines  when  we  did  our  studies.    We'd  be  in  a 

3  position  here  of  applying  a  more  exact  standard 

4  than  any  other  federal  housing  area  would  be 

5  required.    In  areas  where  it's  definitely  going  to 

6  be  housing,  there's  no  doubt  about  it.    So  I  just 

7  wanted  to  clarify  that. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  sort  of  get 

9  from  the  discussion  that  we  will  find  lead  in 

10  structures  and  in  industrial  buildings.    I  mean,  it 

11  was  commonly  used. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    We  have  found 

13  lead  both  on  structures  and  around  structures. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Is  the 

15  resolution  of  this  discussion  is  sort  of  a  zero 

16  sentiment,  that  either  the  Army  will  do  something, 

17  it  will  clean  it  up  to  the  various  stages  or  levels 

18  that  already  set  or  will  escape  doing  that? 

19  There's  no  in-between  area,  probably  where  they 

20  share  the  responsibility  between  them? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  you  have 

22  got  to  remember  what  the  starting  point  is.  The 

23  starting  point  is  that  when  federal  property  gets 

24  transferred,  and,  in  this  case  at  a  closing 

25  military  facility,  you're  transferring  housing 
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1  units,  then  you  have  a  requirement  to  meet  TitLe  10 

2  of  Public  Law,  102-550.    It's  Paragraph  3  on  the 

3  background  part.    We  have  that  requirement.  So 

4  that's  our  starting  point.    So  we  go  to  that 

5  guidance,  which  was  the  basis  for  Army  policy  for 

6  dealing  with  lead-base  paint  at  BRAC  facilities. 

7  That  only  is  in  residential  areas  because  that's 

8  the  concern. 

9  The  concern  is  you  are  transferring  federal 

10  property  or  federal  residential  property,  and  they 

11  are  concerned  about  lead-base  paint  hazards 

12  affecting  children  and  pregnant  women,  as  they're 

13  sensitive  receptors.    It  doesn't  say  anything  about 

14  administrative  buildings  or  non-residential  areas. 

15  That's  our  starting  point.    So  the  Army  is  meeting 

16  that  obligation.    It's  going  to  address  lead-base 

17  paint  in  soils  around  residential  areas  and  other 

18  areas  as  defined  in  the  HUD  guidelines  for  transfer 

19  of  federal  residential  property. 

20  The  question  is,  should  the  Army  have  the 

21  responsibility  to  address  lead-base  paint  in  soil 

22  around  non-residential  structures,  that  is,  all  the 

23  administration  buildings  on  the  Presidio? 

24  Eight  months  ago  the  Army  said,  "no,  we  don't 

25  have  that  responsibility".    This  is  our 
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1  responsibility;  HUD  guidelines  and  BRAC  Policy. 

2  And  that's  what  we've  done.    But  since  that  time, 

3  we  have  agreed  to  enter  into  discussions  with  the 

4  Park  Service  to  discuss  the  possibility  of 

5  examining,  or  at  least  screening  soils,  around 

6  non-residential  structures  to  see  if  they  contain 

7  lead-base  paint  in  soil. 

8  Our  first  step  in  that  process  is  the 

9  proposal  that  you  see  here. 

10  BOARDHEMBER  MCKLEROY:    So  there  may 

11  be  a  middle  ground? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    There  may  be  a 

13  middle  ground,  yes,  that  the  Army  may,  in  fact, 

14  actually  screen  around  non- residential  areas.  And 

15  if  they  find  that  there  is  lead- base  paint  in  the 

16  soil  there,  and  it's  above  a  certain  cleanup  or 

17  action  level,  then  we  will  address  that 

18  contamination.    Yes,  that's  a  possibility  that  may 

19  come  out  of  these  discussions.    But  if  we  do  not 

20  reach  that  agreement  here  at  this  level,  at  the 

21  local  level,  then  it  may  just  go  up  to  a  higher 

22  authority  until  some  decision  is  made. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    At  this  point, 

24  there's  a  fundamental  difference  of  opinion  on  why 

25  we're  doing  the  sampling.    So  it  makes  it  difficult 


55 

1  to  determine  what  the  cleanup  should  be.  We 

2  disagree  on  why  we  need  to  address  this  issue. 

3  One  side  of  it  is  like  Dave  was  mentioning: 

4  You  want  to  protect  the  children  and  nursing 

5  women.    So  that's  why,  if  you  look  at  their 

6  proposal,  it's  tied  to  the  proximity  of  the 

7  residential  structures.    Whereas,  the  way  we  look 

8  at  it,  it's,  one,  protecting  the  visitors.  Ue 

9  don't  restrict  where  visitors  can  go  in  the 

10  Presidio.    So  we  don't  see  a  distinction  between 

11  residential  and  non- residential  in  terms  of  health 

12  concerns. 

13  Secondly,  that  there  are  worker  safety 

14  issues.    There  is  cost  of  compliance  issues  in 

15  terms  of  RICRA.    There's  property  values.    So  we're 

16  coming  at  it  from  two  fundamentally  -- 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    What  David  said 

18  represents  accurately,  there's  not  agreement  on 

19  which  statute.    And  EPA  says  Title  10  does  not 

20  apply  in  this  case,  which  would  not  make  any 

21  distinction  whether  you're  looking  at  residential 

22  areas  or  non- residential  areas. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    The  assumption 

24  in  this  discussion  is  that  whether  --  if  it's 

25  non- residential  and  whether  it  would,  in 
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1  perpetuity,  say  that  it  is  non- resident ial ,  and  if 

2  it's,  say,  residential  it  would  say,  in  perpetuity, 

3  say  it's  residential.    Am  I  hearing  that  right? 

4  Because,  it  seems  to  be  that  scheduled  use  or 

5  envisioned  use  is  not  an  issue  here.    And  you 

6  started  to  go  about  --  well,  first  of  all,  am  I 

7  right  about  that?    Will  residential  be  residential 

8  in  perpetuity?   And  then  --  so  that  you  will  have 

9  different  standards  applying.    Does  that  make 

10  sense? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Well,  I 

12  understand  what  you're  asking,  but  I  don't  think 

13  anybody  can  answer  whether  a  thousand  years  from 

14  now  if  the  housing  on  the  Presidio  will  still  be 

15  residential  housing. 

16  What  we  have  to  go  on  is  what  we  know  about 

17  what  the  Park  Service  plan  is,  which  is  in  their 

18  General  Management  Plan.    That's  what  we  go  on; 

19  that's  the  document  that  we  use  to  identify  what 

20  their  strategy  is. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    From  the 

22  community,  our  interest  is,  I  think,  is  being 

23  involved  in  that,  but  also  considering  what  the 

24  potential  impacts  of  the  discussions  are,  and  that 

25  seems  to  be  pretty  important  that  you  just  take 
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1  that  into  the  consideration.    That's  a  fundamental 

1 

to  address  that.    I  mean,  if  50  years  from  now  the 

2  logical  tact.    I  guess  I'm  falling  into  saying  I 

2 

Park  Service  is  lucky  enough  to  still  be  managing 

"3  think  that  it's  imoortant  that  vou  miaht  uant  to 

<J     1 1  1  I  1  1^     LlluL      1  L     O      1  lllwV  1    twl  1  L      LI  Id  L      TvM    HltgllL     HQIIW      L  V 

3 

this  property,  and  they  decide  to  turn  all  the 

^rnnciH^r  that     ha^if*al  Iv 

LrVI  IO  1  UCI        Lilac  ,      uao  H-Ql  W  J  . 

4 

administration  space  into  hotels  or  bed  and 

BOARDMEMBER  W ILK INS:    Well,  taking 

5 

breakfast,  whatever  they  do  at  that  point  is  their 

6  conmunitv  concerns  into  consideration  is  somethina 

Vy    v  villi  IWI  II  17     wVI  IvCI  1  lw      1  1  l^v    VVI  Iv  1  MW 1  U  V  1  Wl  1      1  w     w  VllrW  fell  1  ■  i*J 

6 

responsibility.    The  Army  wouldn't  have  any 

7  that  we  do.    That's  why  we're  all  here  at  the 

7 

obligation  to  come  back  and  do  something  here 

8  Restoration  Advisory  Board  meeting  in  the  first 

8 

because  the  Park  Service  changed  the  use  of  the 

9  place.    But  the  Army  cannot  implement  remediation 

9 

building  50  years  from  now.    The  Army  has  an 

TO  or  cleanup  strategies  of  any  kind  by  trying  to 

10 

obligation  to  implement  cleanup  actions  and 

11  speculate  what  may  exist  here  50  years  from  now. 

11 

remedies  in  conjunction  within  the  established 

12  We  have  to  go  with  the  plan  as  written,  and 

12 

existing  General  Management  Plan  Amendment. 

13  subsequently,  if  that  changes,  or  something  like 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:     From  the  Park 

14  that    well     there's  nothina  we  can  do  about  that 

14 

Service's  point  of  view,  as  far  as  HUD  guidance  is 

15  now,  because  we  don't  know  what  that  change  is 

15 

concerned,  I  would  agree,  generally,  that  they  have 

16  aoina  to  be      Ue  have  to  be  able  to  have  somethina 

16 

to  determine  what  housing  is  based  on  what  they 

17  to  work  with  and  that's  what  we  use,  a  General 

17 

know  now.    But  the  way  we're  looking  at  this  issue. 

1A  MAnAdpmpnt  PI  an 

1  %J    l  lul  lufejdil^l  1  L     r  i  ul  1  m 

18 

the  Park  Service  is  fairly  indifferent  to  whether 

19                       BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    So  how  do  you  go 

19 

it's  residential  or  non-residential.    We  think  that 

20  about  changing  it?    It  doesn't  seem  logical,  in  the 

20 

lead  contamination  is  lead  contamination.  Wherever 

21  ways  the  building  was  used,  how  it  would  impact  on 

21 

it  is  on  the  Presidio,  it  needs  to  be  addressed. 

22  people.    Therefore,  how  does  the  Army  change  its 

22 

So  you  could  say  that  eventually  that  an 

puo  1  L  I  UN; 

23 

administration  area  --  we  think  even  if  it  states 

24                          BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Well,  I  don't 

24 

administration  area,  we  think  it  should  be 

25  know  that  the  Army  wouldn't  have  a  responsibility 

25 

addressed,  because  we  don't  have  any  use 
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1  rest ri  ct  i ons;  people  are  a I  lowed  to  go  wherever 

1 

the  transaction  through  the  CERCLA  process? 

2  they  want  to  go  in  the  park . 

2 

Whether  or  not  that's  the  case,  EPA  and  others  are 

3          And  there  are  other  concerns,  ecologi ca L 

3 

advocating  that  this  may  be  a  CERCLA  release,  or 

4  threats,  things  like  that,  that  don't  get 

4 

taking  that  position.    I'm  trying  to  understand 

5  addressed 

5 

what  the  implications  of  treating  this  as  a  CERCLA 

6                      BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    David,  did  you 

6 

release  would  be.    Does  that  mean  that  all  releases 

7  say  that  sampling  indicated  that  lead  was  above 

7 

from  lead-base  paint  would  then  trigger  an  entire 

R  state  ha7ard  levels^ 

8 

CERCLA  process?    That's  really  in  addition  to 

9                         BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:     In  some  areas, 

9 

everything  else  we've  been  looking  at. 

10  vpc      Th^rp  is  lead  in  soil  above  a  thousand  Darts 

I  U     y  wv?  .          Illwlw      1  O      L  wQu      III     Owl  L     QmJK*  Vv     CI      ViIvmOUI  IVJ     f'^*  ■    L  O 

10 

Secondly,  and  I  know  it's  a  lot  --  I  want  to 

1 1   nf1  r  mil  1  i  on 

1   1             1  HIllLIVJII. 

11 

make  sure  I  don't  miss  my  cue  here.     I'm  just 

12                      BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  hear  three 

12 

trying  to  get  a  sense  of  the  magnitude  of  the 

13  positions,  really.    The  Army's  position  is  they  are 

13 

problem.    And  I  understand  there  may  be  spots  where 

14  trvina  to  romnlv  with  the  HUD  reaui rement .    But  I 

1  *T     LI    T  1  1  ly      L  Ly     L-  L/1 1 ILV  Lf     n  1  III      Lllw     IIW     1  wVJW  1  1        '  c*—  i  1  L  .                 fe  . 

14 

there  are  standard  of  waste  requirements,  but  I'm 

15  hear  from  the  Park  Service  the  standard  position  of 

15 

really  curious  to  know  whether  there  is  any 

16  someone  involved  in  a  transaction.    The  position 

16 

evidence  of  significant  pockets  of  lead-base  paint 

17  that  you  want  to  protect  those  visitors  to  the 

17 

released,  in  the  worst  case  scenario,  that  would 

18  place  that  you  open,  the  safety  to  those  who  work 

18 

trigger  any  kinds  of  significant  cleanup  activity 

19  on  vour  DroDertv    cost  of  comDliance.  sticima  of 

19 

resulting  from  releases  from  any  buildings,  per 

?fl  ln<;t  nronertv  value    and  restricted  reuse.     But  I 

20 

se? 

21  hear  those  differently  from  the  EPA.    How  I 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    The  Department 

22  understand  it,  that  this  may  be  a  CERCLA  issue,  a 

22 

of  Interior  hasn't  issued  a  formal,  legal  opinion 

~RCLA  reaui rement    because  it's  a  CERCLA  release. 

23 

on  whether  they  feeL  lead-based  paint  flaking  or 

First,  is  the  Park  Service's  position  in  the 

24 

peeling  off  of  a  building  is  a  CERCLA  release.  We 

25  sense  that  they're  trying  to  find  a  way  of  getting 

25 

haven't  elevated  it  up  through  the  DOI  chain  at 
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1  this  point  because  it's  obviously  already  a 

2  discussion  at  the  national  level. 

3  Ue  are  more  concerned  that  the  substantive 

4  issue  gets  dealt  with;  whether  or  not  it's  under 

5  CERCLA,  whether  or  not  it's  using  HUD  protocol, 

6  whether  or  not  it  is  out  of  the  goodness  of  their 

7  heart,  or  whether  it's  under  the  state's  Hazardous 

8  Waste  Program.    The  part  that  we're  concerned  with 

9  here  at  the  Presidio  is  that  we  want  to  see  the 

10  substantive  issues  dealt  with. 

11  So  I  would  say  that  we're  neither  in 

12  opposition  to  the  legal  opinion.    We've  agreed  that 

13  there  is  disagreement  on  both  sides.    And  we're 

14  just  trying  to  foster  a  way  to  actually  have  the 

15  investigation  and  cleanup,  if  necessary,  happen. 

16  As  for  the  second  question,  one  of  the 

17  biggest  problems  we  had  is  the  unknowns.    There  are 

18  limited  cases  in  the  residential  areas  that  were 

19  sampled  where  you  have  lead  levels  that  were  far 

20  above  hazardous  waste  levels.    There  were  a  few 

21  problems  with  the  administration  buildings.  We 

22  don't  know  where  those  problems  are.    And  since  we 

23  know  that  contamination  in  excess  of  hazardous 

24  waste  levels  does  exists  in  certain  areas  of  the 

25  Presidio,  we  are  then  forced  to  assume  that  they 
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1  exist  in  other  areas  of  the  Presidio. 

2  For  instance,  when  we  go  and  do  landscaping 

3  around  a  building,  we  can't  just  go  and  tell  them, 

4  "go  ahead  and  dig  up  as  much  soil  as  you  want," 

5  because  there  very  well  may  be  some  hazardous  waste 

6  levels  in  the  soil.    So  we  have  to  sample  it,  and 

7  if  it  turns  out  that  we  are  above  that  threshold, 

8  then  we  have  to  make  sure  that  the  workers  are 

9  properly  trained.    So  that's  where  the  big  cost 

10  is.    I  would  hope  that  it's  isolated  cases,  but 

11  until  we  know  for  sure,  we're  forced  to  test 

12  everywhere  that  it  exists. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What's  the 

14  position  where  CERCLA  sits?    Is  it  just  between  EPA 

15  and  DOD?    It  sounds  like  it's  not  DOI  at  this 

16  point. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Right.    Well,  the 

18  Army's  liability  is  limited  to  residential  areas 

19  only.    If  CERCLA  is  the  correct  statute,  the  Army's 

20  liability  extends  to  the  whole  Presidio.    In  other 

21  words,  under  CERCLA  you  have  to  determine  what's  a 

22  safe  level  of  lead  to  leave  in  place,  wherever  you 

23  are,  using  residential  standards  in  residential 

24  areas  and  recreational  standards  in  recreational 

25  areas. 
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1  And  resolving  this  statue  argument  could  take 

2  a  long  time.    And  EPA  is  sensitive  to  the  Park 

3  Service's  need  to  put  these  areas  into  reuse.  So 

4  because  of  that,  we  were  looking  at  the  possibility 

5  of  agreeing  to  disagree  on  which  statute  applies  so 

6  long  as  we  were  satisfied  that  the  same  standards 

7  were  being  applied.    In  other  words,  we  were 

8  willing  to  look  the  other  way  about  which  statutes 

9  we  were  under  so  long  as  it  didn't  somehow 

10  undermine  or  result  in  something  less  than  what 

11  CERCLA  would  ultimately  want  in  place.    In  other 

12  words,  you  treat  it  like  a  CERCLA  action,  but  you 

13  don't  have  to  call  it  a  CERCLA  action.    So  that's 

14  what  we're  looking  at,  looking  in  the  proposal 

15  for.    If  this  was  CERCLA,  how  would  we  treat  it, 

16  and  are  we  treating  the  residential  areas  and  the 

17  non-residential  areas  equitably? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    I'd  like  to  make 

19  an  official  comment  for  the  record.    I  want  to  tell 

20  you,  the  people  that  have  been  commenting,  that  you 

21  know  where  you're  going.    And  I  think  the  way  you 

22  have  been  answering  the  questions  are  very,  very 

23  informative,  the  way  you  have  answered  our 

24  questions.    And  I  want  to,  as  an  individual,  say 

25  thank  you  very  much. 
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1  (Recess  taken) 

2  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:  My 

3  understanding,  from  what  Michael  Work  said,  is  that 

4  there's  a  special  set  of  policies  or  directives  on 

5  ongoing  developments  with  the  EPA  to  specifically 

6  deal  with  lead-base  paint  at  federal  facilities 

7  that  may  involve  interpretation  of  CERLA  that  may 

8  apply  only  to  federal  facilities  under  a  certain 

9  set  of  legal  requirements. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    It's  not  just  at 

11  federal  facilities.    In  fact,  there's  a  court  case 

12  that's  based  on  a  private  facility  in  which 

13  lead-base  paint  release  was  treated  as  a  CERLA 

14  release. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    But  I  guess  my 

16  question  was  answered  and  modified. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  just  need  some 

18  clarification  on  something.    I  recall  a  long  time 

19  ago  that  the  Army  agreed  to  test  for  lead  along  the 

20  driplines  of  residential  structures.     Is  that  to 

21  say  there's  only  been  testing  and  no  cleanup 

22  effort,  no  cleanup  plans? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    To  this  point, 

24  only  the  sampling  has  been  done.    We  recognize 

25  there  is  a  cleanup  requirement  around  the 
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1  residential  areas.    We  never  disputed  that,  pending 

2  availability  of  funds,  we  intend  to  go  forward  in 

3  those  areas.    We  first  have  to  do  more  definition 

'  the  areas  that  have  high  lead  levels  to  get  a 
.tter  feel  for  the  volume  involved.    And  once  that 

6  sampling  effort  is  undertaken,  then  we  would 

7  proceed  with  the  remediation  again,  depending  on 

8  the  availability  of  funds. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  STONER:     I  need  some 

10  clarification  as  well.    We  are  talking  about  the 

11  soil  sampling  for  lead  resulting  from  paint  flakes 

12  off  of  buildings.    So  what  happens  to  the 

13  remediation  efforts  on  the  buildings  results? 

14  What's  to  keep  the  paint  from  continuing  to  get 

15  into  the  soil  after  the  results? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  really  don't 

17  know  what  the  program  is.    I  think  it  may  evolve 

18  around  the  maintenance,  but  I'm  not  an  expert. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  STONER:    Are  the  issues 

20  of  testing  soil,  are  those  completely  different 

21  venues? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    They  are  tested 

23  under  the  same  program.    The  fact  that  the  paint  on 

24  the  building,  and  the  paint  that  had  flaked  off,  is 

25  in  residential  areas,  this  is  all  part  of  one 
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1  program  with  the  Army. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.  The 

3  sampling  evaluated  interior  and  exterior  in  the 

4  soil  around  residential. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  STONER:    But  does  it 

6  evaluate  the  stability  of  the  paint  or  the 

7  condition  of  the  paint? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Only  to  the 

9  extent  to  determine  if  the  condition  represented  a 

10  hazard  under  the  applicable  law.    Not  to  whether, 

11  "Does  that  house  need  to  be  repainted?"    That's  an 

12  issue  for  the  Park  Service.    That  becomes 

13  maintenance  and  repair  in  renovating.    If  a 

14  building  needs  a  new  roof  or  a  new  paint  job,  they 

15  make  that  determination. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  think,  as  a 

17  follow  up  question,  I  don't  think  the  answer  is 

18  clear.    For  the  asbestos  cleanup,  it's  understood 

19  that  as  long  as  the  asbestos  is  under  wraps  and  not 

20  impinging  on  the  environment,  that  you  don't  have 

21  any  responsibility.    That's  my  understanding.  Is 

22  it  only  when  it  becomes  hazardous?    Is  that  what 

23  you're  saying  about  the  paint,  too?    As  long  as  it 

24  is  stable  for  the  moment,  that's  fine,  but  if 

25  there's  flakes  on  the  ground  then  there  are  flakes 
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1  on  the  ground.    As  long  as  it  is  hanging,  or  tied 

2  on  that  wall  and  it  has  five  years  to  go,  the  Park 

3  Service,  it's  yours? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  right. 

5  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    It's  pretty 

6  typical,  in  the  industry,  that  the  issues  related 

7  to  lead-base  paint  and  asbestos  are  very  similar. 

8  If  it  is  intact,  there's  not  a  lot  of  flaking  and 

9  blistering,  that  is  not  typically  perceived  to  be  a 

10  problem.    You  can  have  situations  where  there  is 

11  abrasive  surfaces  that  create  dust.    If  it  is  well 

12  maintained  and  intact,  it's  not  viewed  as  a 

13  problem,  because  the  takeoff  of  that  is  typically 

14  what  happens  when  you  go  to  demolition.  For 

15  example,  let's  say  they're  going  to  demolish  a 

16  bunch  of  buildings.    You  have  to  keep  in  mind  that 

17  the  lead-base  paint  regulations  is  that  when  you 

18  get  ready  to  go  for  disposal,  and  when  you  abate 

19  lead-base  paint  from  a  building,  you  are  only 

20  removing  the  damaged  materials  because  you  are 

21  concerned  about  the  construction  worker  and 

22  exposure.    The  rest  of  the  material  you  test  to  see 

'  it  will  pass  the  DCLP  based  on  the  samples  of 
^     ,ie  lead  paint  with  its  substrate. 
25  So,  for  instance,  you  take  a  piece  of  the 
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1  window  sill  itself  and  test  that  in  conjunction 

2  with  the  lead  paint  and  typically  --  in  fact,  I 

3  know  of  very  few  instances  that  it  will  not  pass 

4  the  DCLP,  so  you  can  dispose  of  it  as  typical 

5  construction  debris.    Asbestos  is  different. 

6  Asbestos  will  be  disposed  of  as  asbestos  debris. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

8  questions  or  comments  on  the  lead-base  paint 

9  issue? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    I  was 

11  referring  to  a  map  that  had  been  given  out  earlier 

12  that  specified  certain  sites  on  the  Presidio  as 

13  CERCLA  sites.    And  when  I  was  speaking  to  a  couple 

14  of  people  about  them,  they  thought  that  the  CERCLA 

15  was  not  really  germane  to  the  Presidio  in  certain 

16  ways.    And  without  going  into  that,  my  question  is, 

17  are  those  sites  changeable?    I  mean,  the  sites  that 

18  I  have  on  the  map,  are  they  likely  to  be  removed  or 

19  added  to  later  on  particularly  with  respect  to  if  a 

20  lead- base  paint  lead  is  a  CERCLA  release? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I'm  sure  that  the 

22  map  you're  referring  to  does  not  portray  lead-base 

23  paint  sites  as  CERCLA  sites. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    But  that's  why 

25  they  may  be  a  CERCLA  site,  because  of  petroleum 
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1  tanks,  but  not  because  -- 

2  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    Petroleum  would 

3  be  excluded. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Another  reason 

5  for  it  to  be  --  a  CERCLA  site  wouldn't  necessarily 

6  be  a  lead  site,  but  are  those  changeable?    Is  that 

7  designation  likely  to  change? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     That's  a  good 

9  question.    I  don't  know  with  regard  to  this 

10  lead- base  paint  issue.    I  don't  see  the  maps  -- 

11  actually,  the  Army  should  be  answering  this 

12  question,  since  you  produced  the  maps.    I  don't 

13  expect  the  maps  to  be  changing. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You're  asking 

15  will  the  lead-base  paint  in  soil  issue  ultimately 

16  become  a  CERCLA  cleanup  requirement?    And  if  so, 

17  would  that  be  reflected  on  these  maps  we  have 

18  here? 

19  The  lead-base  base  paint  in  soil  issue  and 

20  whether  or  not  CERCLA  would  be  the  applicable 

21  statute  is  not  going  to  be  resolved  here  at  the 

22  local  level.    You  need  to  understand  that.    That  is 

23  such  a  --  the  impact  of  that  decision  is  so 

24  overwhelming  and  significant  to  the  Department  of 

25  Defense  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  going  to 
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1  have  to  make  that  decision  with  the  administration 

2  of  the  EPA. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     Will  that  be 

4  using  CERCLA  as  the  overriding  statutes,  or  is 

5  CERCLA  being  superseded? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.    That's  the 

7  question  that  will  be  answered.    Is  the  lead-base 

8  paint  in  soil  a  CERCLA  release,  therefore,  CERCLA 

9  applies  to  that?    Or,  is  it  just  a  Title  10  HUD 

10  guideline  that  applies? 

11  We  won't  decide  that  here.    So  in  the 

12  meantime,  we  just  continue  to  work  with  what  we 

13  know.    We  have  requirements  to  do,  and  we  continue 

14  to  try  to  negotiate  on  the  non- residential  areas, 

15  evaluations,  and  see  what  we  can  come  up  with  here 

16  at  the  local  level. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

18  comments?    All  right.    Item  4.E  is  a  report  by  Mark 

19  on  the  commissary  site. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     I  faxed  a 

21  report.    Did  everybody  get  it?    I  brought  some 

22  copies  of  the  plates  here  if  anybody  would  like  a 

23  copy  of  that. 

24  So  what  this  involves  is  a  very  historical 

25  data  CAP  that  may  be  a  sampling  data  CAP  in  the 
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1  remediation  investigation  report.    And  this  came 

2  out  of  my  research  and  the  Record  Center.    And  I'd 

3  like  to  take  just  a  second  to  explain  how  I  found 

4  this  so  it  not  a  big  mystery.    Also,  I'd  like  to 

5  make  an  announcement  that  David  Jarrat  has  arranged 

6  a  tour  of  the  Record  Center  on  May  31st,  a  Friday. 

7  So  if  anybody  is  interested  in  seeing  the  Record 

8  Center,  Dennis  Copeland,  the  researcher  and 

9  historian,  will  give  a  tour  of  the  Center  and 

10  answer  questions.    So  that's  May  31st,  Friday, 

11  11:00  to  1:00  o'clock. 

12  So  I  was  going  through  the  building  plans  on 

13  the  600  building  series,  and  I  ran  across  a  plan  in 

14  the  building  plan  that  had  existing  gasoline  lines, 

15  and  motor  pool.    And  this  is  a  copy  of  the  plan 

16  here,  and  I'll  pass  it  around.    It's  not  a  very 

17  good  plan,  but  it's  drawn  to  scale  and  it  shows 

18  some  features  in  the  Presidio  motor  pool,  and  it 

19  referred  to  quite  a  few  buildings  by  number. 

20  Building  621,  624,  622,  and  gas  station  626. 

21  So  I  went  to  the  current  map  and  tried  to 

22  locate  these  buildings  and  could  not  find  these 

23  buildings.    So  they're  demolished  buildings.    So  I 

24  was  asking  Dennis  Copeland  how  I  go  about  locating 

25  some  of  these  buildings.    And  he  informed  me  that 
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1  the  building  numbers  have  changed  many  times.  And 

2  they  have  a  system  where  they  demolished  buildings 

3  in  an  area,  then  they  renumbered  other  buildings, 

4  so  buildings  were  getting  renumbered.    So  he 

5  referred  to  me  the  basic  information  maps,  which 

6  every  so  many  years  the  engineer  would  make  a  map 

7  of  the  whole  base  showing  buildings  and  streets. 

8  They  started  back  at  the  turn  of  the 

9  century.    So  if  you  have  a  plan  like  this,  dating 

10  back  to  1946,  then  you  go  to  the  basic  information 

11  map  drawer  and  pull  out  a  map  at  that  same  era,  so 

12  1940,  1950,  or  something  like  that.    So  by  doing 

13  that,  I  was  able  to  find  the  building  referred  to 

14  on  this  plan.    And  they  were  located  in  what's 

15  called  the  Presidio  Motor  Pool,  Consolidated  Motor 

16  Pool,  that  changed  with  time. 

17  But  since  it's  demolished  I  wanted  to  see  if 

18  it  was  referred  to  in  the  RI.    So  I  overlaid  the  RI 

19  map  on  the  older  map,  and  it  turned  out  that  the 

20  commissary  building  is  what  overlays  in  that  site. 

21  And  this  is  a  1946  building  street  map  copy  and  the 

22  red  is  where  it  overlays  the  commissary  building, 

23  on  these  buildings  that  overlay  this  facility,  that 

24  were  shown  on  this  gas  main,  existing  gas  line. 

25  Then  you  go  to  the  other  maps  later,  like  the 
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1  1975  maps,  and  it  shows  the  same  facility.    So  you 

2  get  a  time  frame  when  this  facility  existed,  when 

3  it  disappeared,  what  was  there.    And  there's  also  a 

ce  plan  of  demolition  of  buildings,  and  it  was  a 
.     .an  for  demolishing  these  buildings,  and  it's 

6  dated  1984.    So  what  I  sort  of  pieced  together  from 

7  this  is  that  when  building  the  commissary,  they 

8  decided  to  demolish  this  complex.    It  was  replaced 

9  with  the  commissary  building.    And  since  the 

10  building  numbers  changed  so  much  in  this  area,  it's 

11  hard  --  it  takes  quite  a  bit  of  work. 

12  So  building  No.  609  has  moved  around  this 

13  area  quite  a  bit.    Building  No.  609  starts  over  at 

14  the  Post  Exchange,  as  a  Post  Exchange  of  some 

15  sort.    It  was  demolished  in  1987,  and  the 

16  commissary  was  renumbered  609,  610. 

17  It  seems  to  go  from  the  turn  of  the  century. 

18  It  had  gasoline  filling  stations;  it  had 

19  underground  tanks;  it  was  associated  with  a 

20  railroad  depot  where  they  loaded  gasoline  during 

21  the  war,  1946  period.    And  this  whole  thing, 

22  basically,  leads  to  other  plans.    And  the  set  of 

23  plates  I  had,  the  first  plate,  shows  a  1946  map  of 

24  two  overlays  of  the  commissary.    The  second  plate 

25  shows  1975  with  the  overlay  on  it,  and  then  the 


74 


TinyTran 


1  third  map  shows  underground  gasoline  fuel  lines 

2  that  were  basicaLly  information  maps  showing 

3  tank-car  facilities. 

4  And  there's  different  generations  of  fueling 

5  going  on  here.    It's  an  interesting  story.  It 

6  seems  like  fuel  came  in  by  railroad  car  from  the 

7  1920s,  and  maybe  the  1930s,  and  they  pumped  it  over 

8  to  the  900  series  buildings  to  fuel  the  planes.  It 

9  looks  like  then  when  they  phased  out,  they  pumped 

10  it  from  there  to  the  637  storage  tank  area  and  used 

11  it  to  fuel  tanks.    They  abandoned  that  later  and 

12  brought  fuel  in  by  truck  directly  to  the  637  area, 

13  sort  of  the  first  generation  and  third  generation 

14  of  fueling  facilities  associated  here. 

15  So  it  seems  to  me  that  the  history  reported 

16  in  the  RI  for  the  commissary  is  missing  this  part 

17  about  the  Presidio  motor  pool.    And  basically,  what 

18  I'm  seeing  is  the  problem  with  the  demolition  of 

19  buildings  are  hard  to  trace  back  to  the  changing 

20  in  building  numbers.    The  Record  Center  provides  a 

21  convenient  place  to  go  and  research  that. 

22  So  that's  basically  what  I  found  here. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    What's  the 

24  implication  of  the  history  of  the  commissary 

25  building  not  being  recorded? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Well,  for  the 

2  commissary  you  have  a  facility  were  activity  up  to 

3  1987,  as  far  as  the  photograph,  on  that  demolition 

4  plan  shows,  cars  on  hoists  in  1987,  filling 

5  stations,  auto  repair  shops  associated  with  motor 

6  pools.    You  have  the  railroad  gasoline  tank  cars 

7  that  operated  from  the  1920s  up  to  the  1940s  and 

8  1950s.    Unless  there  are  free  products  associated 

9  with  the  releases  from  that  --  I  understand  there 

10  could  be  free  products  associated  with  the  risk 

11  from  the  discharge  with  something  that  old.  You 

12  have  lead  in  the  gasoline,  so  maybe  there  was  some 

13  lines,  and  that  facility  explains  some  of  the  lead 

14  contamination.    It's  hard  to  explain.  The 

15  petroleum  sampling  in  Building  609  --  if  Building 

16  609  is  actually  in  the  commissary  parking  lot,  then 

17  that  petroleum  sampling  would  be  in  a  different 

18  spot.    It  has  implications  for  Building  609  in  that 

19  central  area  of  Crissy  Field  where  there  isn't  a 

20  lot  of  investigation  at  this  point. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Have  you  been  able 

22  to  find  any  kind  of  database  or  does  it  exist 

ncerning  the  demolished  buildings?    I  mean,  is 
uiere  any  record  of  those  kinds  of  things? 
25  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  haven't 
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1  found  any  record  of  demolished  buildings.  There's 

2  one  paragraph  where  I  talk  about  Building  626, 

3  shown  on  a  plate  in  the  RI  but  not  mentioned  in  the 

4  text.    Building  626  is  in  the  UST  Program 

5  Corrective  Action  Plan.    It's  on  the  table  verified 

6  not  to  exist.    So  it's  mentioned  in  that  report. 

7  But  from  what  I  understand,  that  means  it  will  not 

8  be  investigated  because  it  was  removed  prior  to 

9  1992.    CERCLA  document  states  626  --  reports  it  as 

10  probably  removed,  but  no  documentation.    So  there's 

11  references  to  it  in  various  reports,  but  no  actual 

12  lists  of  documents,  I  mean,  of  demolished 

13  buildings. 


14 

15  that? 
16 

17  station 
18 


FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  626,  what  was 


BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    A  gasoline 
A  Presidio  motor  pool  complex. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  it  was  just 

19  sort  of  not  anywhere,  it's  sort  of  in  limbo? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     It's  in  limbo, 

21  I  guess,  is  a  good  way  to  say  it.    It's  a 

22  demolished  building.    I  think  they  focused  mostly 

23  on  current  existing  conditions.    It's  hard  to  go 

24  back  in  time  and  trace  demolished  buildings  because 

25  you're  not  starting  from  any  given  point  now.  And 
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1  going  back  in  time,  you  have  to  start  from  the  past 

2  and  trace  these  buildings  forward.    So  unless 

3  someone  has  gone  through  and  pulled  out  plans  and 

4  noted  things  have  gone  forward  in  time,  it's  easy 

5  for  these  things  to  not  be  found.    1  mean,  there's 

6  been  a  lot  of  effort  to  find  things  here.    The  Army 

7  has  made  an  effort  to  find  things,  too.    So  it's 

8  part  of  the  process  of  looking,  I  believe,  is  why 

9  it's  not  recorded  in  history. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    What  about  --  you 

11  also  added  the  workshop  map,  a  fuel  line  actually? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    That's  what  is 

13  shown  on  plate  3  handouts.    Once  you  go  into  the 

14  basic  information  maps  and  start  looking  for  this, 

15  then  you  find  plans  that  may  refer  you  to  fuel 

16  lines.    And  we  copied  those  on  Friday.    A  1921  map 

17  shows  an  abandoned  gasoline  line  to  the  Building 

18  900  set.    They're  shown  abandoned  in  1921.  There's 

19  a  lot  of  two- inch  fuel  lines  crossing  Crissy  Field 

20  from  that  plan. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Those  fuel  lines 

22  aren't  really  a  part  of  the  RI  process,  and  also 

23  doesn't  sound  like  they  are  really  a  part  of  the 

24  fuel  distribution  of  the  UST  process  at  all. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Mark  was 


78 


TinyTran 


1  correct.    The  Park  Service,  over  the  last  couple  of 

2  years,  has  finally  gotten  all  these  plans  in  one 

3  shot  where  we  are  doing  our  work.    So  I'm  assuming 

4  what  we'll  have  to  be  doing  is  look  and  see  if  any 

5  of  these  lines  have  been  left  and  what's 

6  associated.    Certainly  these  aren't  in  the  UST 

7  Program  because  we  didn't  know  about  them. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Do  you  have  a 

9  mechanism?    I'm  specifically  thinking  of  funding 

10  and  contractors.    And  do  you  need  to  go  back  and 

11  look  at  these? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    we  have  some 

13  contractors  available  under  the  primary  remediation 

14  contract  at  the  Presidio.    There's  not  a  lot  of 

15  mechanism  available.    We  don't  have  the  funds, 

16  certainly,  for  that.    And  I  think  Dave  can  support 

17  that  statement,  that  we  probably  won't  be  receiving 

18  any  in  the  near  future. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:  So  what's  the 

20  Army's  plan  now? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    We  have  to 

22  come  up  with  an  estimate,  back  estimate;  and  then  a 

23  request  for  funds,  and  then  wait  for  the  funds. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Are  you  talking 

25  about  remediation  or  investigation? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Either. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

3  questions  or  comments  for  Mark? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    So  what 

5  implications  does  that  have  for  other  research  done 

6  on  the  Presidio? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    Proves  it  wasn't 

8  perfect.    It's  a  very,  very  fluid  process. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    I  think  we'll 

10  continue  to  find  things.     I  mean,  in  the  tank 

11  program  it's  assumed  that  --  when  they  pulled  tank 

12  269  they  found  four  tanks.    And  I  think  that's  just 

13  going  to  happen.    And  even  if  you  did  have  perfect 

14  records,  like  Roger  was  mentioning,  I  think  it's 

15  likely  that  unknowns  are  going  to  pop  up  through 

16  the  remediation.    And  if  I  were  to  hazard  a  guess, 

17  as  we  actually  start  doing  ground  disturbance  we 

18  are  going  to  discover  unknowns. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     I  just  wonder 

20  whether  there  was  a  constituency  element  in  the 

21  budget  process? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Is  there  a 

23  constituency  element  in  the  budget?  No. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    So  is  the 

25  expectation  then,  that  to  do  some  of  this  work,  you 
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1  would  have  to  revisit  Congress  and  additional 

2  appropriations  would  have  to  be  requested? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  that's 

4  correct. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     I  was  just 

6  curious.    I  know  the  Park  Service  is  asking  a  lot 

7  of  the  lead-base  paint  funded  work,  for  that 

8  additional  work,  and  is  this  going  to  trigger  --  be 

9  directed  at  the  Park  Service  if  the  same  process  is 

10  implemented?    I  just  want  to  see,  does  the  Park 

11  Service  have  a  take,  a  position,  with  respect  to 

12  means  of  funding  or  assigning  responsibility  for 

13  these  surprise  tanks  for  which  there  is  no  current 

14  funding?    I'm  trying  to  figure  out  how  things  jive 

15  together. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:     I  think  the  Army 

17  agrees  that  it  has  the  responsibility  to  address 

18  anything  that  they  find. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    But  if  they 

20  don't  have  the  money  to  pay  to  have  it  done. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    Their  lack  of 

22  funds  is  significantly  less  than  our  lack  of 

23  funds.    We  are  significantly  less  likely  to  get 

24  appropriation  for  environmental  cleanup  than  the 

25  Army  is,  because  DOI  gets  cleanup  funds. 
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1                       BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Is  it  possible 

1 

like  to  be  brought  up  tonight?    All  right.    I  have 

2  that  there  are  sites  that  won't  get  recognized 

2 

a  couple  of  announcements  that  people  have  given 

3  because  they  are  not  funded  by  either  party? 

3 

me. 

BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    That's  a 

4 

Before  I  do  that,  is  there  anybody  or  anyone 

jssibility. 

5 

from  the  public  who  would  like  to  make  any 

6                       BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    I  think  we've 

6 

comments,  or  any  other  comments  that  the  audience 

7  come  to  accept  that  we  can't  --  the  Park  Service 

7 

had?    We  have  a  few  moments  to  make  that 

8  isn't  going  to  see  all  the  cleanup  that  it  would 

8 

available.      It's  always  available  to  the 

9  like  to  happen.    It  doesn't  mean  that  we  have  let 

9 

audience. 

10  the  Army  off  the  hook  for  something  that  they  are 

10 

The  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the 

11  statutorily  required  to  do.    Just  because  they  put 

11 

Environmental  Education  Committee  is  having  a 

12  in  a  request  for  money  doesn't  mean  that  they  get 

12 

meeting,  and  it's  entitled.  Worried  About  Your 

13  it,  believe  me. 

13 

Underground  Fuel  Tank?    You  Should  Be.    How  The 

14                      BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Would  you 

14 

1998  Underground  Storage  Tank  Deadlines  Affect  Your 

15  anticipate  then  that  you  would  indeed  restrict 

15 

Business.    And  it's  a  lunch  meeting  to  discuss 

16  areas  from  the  public  or  general  workers? 

16 

underground  tanks,  and  bio- remediation  and  those 

17                       BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    I  don't  think 

17 

kinds  of  issues.    The  date  is  May  15th;  it's  at 

18  that,  necessarily,  we'll  have  a  choice.    If  there's 

18 

12:00  noon,  in  the  Chamber  board  room.    And  the 

19  a  health  threat  posed  and  the  regulators  tell  us  to 

19 

address  is  465  California  Street,  9th  floor.  And 

20  impose,  we  have  no  choice 

20 

John  mentioned  that  it  was  free  and  open  to  the 

21                         BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  That's 

21 

public,  but  I  do  see  here  on  the  sheet  that  it  says 

22  actually  some  of  the  remedies  imposed. 

22 

free  to  chamber  members  if  preregistered  by  May 

23                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

23 

14th.    $10  for  nonmembers  at  the  door.    There  is  a 

24  on  this  topic?    Are  there  any  other  issues  that 

24 

phone  number,  Brian  Blanning,  352-8803. 

25  came  up  at  the  RPM  meeting  today  that  you  would 

25 

And  this  has  been  passed  to  me.    There  is  a 

83 

1  public  briefing  on  the  final  report  of  the  Federal 

1 

84 

received  that  in  the  mail. 

2  Facilities  Environmental  Restoration  Dialogue 

2 

I  was  handed  one  other  set  of  dates  for 

3  Committee.    This  is  a  group  that  has  been  around 

3 

proposed  RAB  and  committee  meeting  dates.    Now  all 

4  for  several  years  now;  it's  a  national  committee. 

4 

of  these  dates  that  are  on  the  list  are  the  second 

5  There  are  several  RAB  members  that  belong  to  this 

5 

and  fourth  Tuesdays.    So  what's  being  proposed  from 

6  committee  and  there's  several  local  people  in  San 

6 

July  through  September  that  we  keep  the  schedule  of 

7  Francisco  and  around  the  Bay  Area  that  belong  to 

7 

the  second  and  fourth  Tuesdays  as  we  have  been.  I 

8  this  committee.    And  they  will  be  having  a  public 

8 

think  we  should  check  calendars  just  to  make  sure. 

9  meeting  to  discuss  their  final  report. 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    There  is  one 

10          The  people  that  are  going  to  be  there  are 

10 

exception  that  is  for  December,  because  the  second 

11  Julie  Anderson,  the  director  for  the  Federal 

11 

meeting  or  the  subcommittee  meeting  for  December 

12  Facilities  Cleanup  Office.    She's  with  the  US/EPA. 

12 

was  going  to  fall  around  Christmas.    So  we  moved 

13  Bill  Lee;  he's  with  the  San  Francisco  Chief 

13 

that  up  one  week.    That  was  the  only  exception  to 

14  Administration  Office.    Martha  Duoca;  she's 

14 

that. 

15  director  for  Base  Conversion  Projects  Urban  Habitat 

15 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  you'll  publish 

16  Program.    Lenny  Segal;  he's  with  Career  Pro  here  in 

16 

this? 

17  San  Francisco.    And  Amy  Brownell  with  the  Public 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:  Yes. 

18  Health  Department  here  in  San  Francisco. 

18 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  next  meeting 

19           So  they're  inviting  all  members  of  the  public 

19 

is  going  to  be  June  11th.    Any  comments? 

20  to  sit  with  them  and  discuss  this  document.    Now  I 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  JARRAT:    I  wanted  to 

21  should  say  that  it  is  at  the  San  Francisco  Library, 

21 

thank  Mark  for  his  efforts.    I  think  that  it  is 

22  and  it's  in  the  Community  Meeting  Room.    It's  in 

22 

obvious  that  both  the  Army  and  the  rest  of  the 

e  new  library  at  Grove  and  Larkin  Streets,  from 

23 

agencies  involved  here  are  fairly  short-staffed, 

t.     :00  to  5:00  p.m.  Thursday,  May  23rd.    And  this 

24 

and  there  are  limited  resources  to  go  around. 

25  announcement  is  up  here.    Many  of  you  may  have 

25 

Sometimes  it's  difficult  to  do  investigation,  and  I 
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know  that  Mark  spent  a  lot  of  his  personal  time 
putting  this  together.    And  actually,  we  are  about 
to  start  charging  him  rent.    But,  thank  you,  Mark 
for  all  your  efforts. 

FACILITATOR  KERN :     Just  a  personal 

note.    This  seemed  to  be  a  rather  extraordinary 
meeting.    We're  now  embarking  on  our  third  year  of 
meetings,  and  this  was  really  quite  a  lot  of 
exchange.    I  think  it  was  kind  of  a  high-water  mark 
as  far  as  exchange  of  information  and  dialogue,  and 
I  think  it  was  really  a  productive  meeting.  And 
I'd  like  to  thank  all  of  you  for  being  here  and 
participating. 

Any  other  final  comments?    None.  Well, 
without  objection,  meeting  adjourned.    Thank  you. 
(The  meeting  adjourned  at  9:30  p.m.) 
---oOo--- 
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I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 
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true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 
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1  July  9,  1996  7:07  P.M. 

2  PROCEEDINGS 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  will  see  if  we  can't 

4  get  started.    This  is  the  regular  meeting  of  the 

5  Presidio  Restoration  Board.    Welcome  to  all  of  you 

6  boardmembers,  regulators,  the  Army  and  contractors, 

7  members  of  the  Park  Service  and  the  general  public. 

8  We're  certainly  appreciative  that  you're  here 

9  tonight.    Thank  you. 

10  The  first  item  tonight,  before  we  get 

11  started  on  the  agenda,  is  an  awards  presentation. 

12  Thomas,  is  that  happening  tonight? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    I'm  sorry.  I 

14  didn't  hear  you. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  awards 

16  presentation;  is  that  going  to  happen  tonight? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    We  are  hoping  that 

18  LeeAnn  Lahren  is  going  to  attend.    So  if  she  shows 

19  up,  we'll  move  that  ceremony  to  the  end. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Okay. 

21  The  next  item  would  be  Agenda  Approval. 

22  You  all  have  an  agenda  in  front  of  you  tonight. 

23  There  is  one  minor  additional  item.    Items  4  and  5, 

24  I  think  we're  going  to  need  additional  time  for 

25  that.    We  originally  scheduled  about  20  or  30 
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1 

minutes  for  that,  and  I  do  have  a  revised  agenda 

1 

riny  j.  x 

Presidio  Trust  Legislation.    I  think  all  of  us  here 

2 

that  I  can  pass  around.    It's  the  same  agenda  with 

2 

in  San  Francisco  read  the  newspapers  and  get  a  good 

3 

slightly  different  times. 

3 

idea  of  this  legislation  to  establish  the  trust. 

4 

Are  there  any  additions  or  changes  other 

4 

The  Presidio  Trust  has  been  like  a  roller 

5 

than  that  to  tonight's  agenda?    I've  had  one 

5 

coaster,  and  it's  hard  to  predict  what  the  outcome 

6 

request  from  one  member  of  the  public  to  make  a 

6 

is  going  to  be.     If  one  had  asked  me,  around  the 

7 

public  comment.    It  seems  that  the  appropriate  time 

7 

first  of  May,  it  looked  like  it  was  a  virtual 

8 

for  that  would  be  after  item  No.  5,  and  I've  been 

8 

certainty  that  the  legislation  was  going  to  move 

9 

told  that  it  will  be  a  short  public  comment,  so 

9 

forward.    It  passed  both  House  and  Senate,  but  in 

10 

we'll  insert  that  there. 

10 

the  meantime,  it  has  moved  to  the  Conference 

11 

Are  there  any  other  items?    AU  right. 

11 

Committee  and  is  currently  in  conference.  Congress 

12 

We'll  move  ahead  with  this  agenda  then. 

12 

just  reconvened  this  week  after  the  4th  of  July 

13 

Any  old  business? 

13 

recess. 

14 

(No  response.) 

14 

I  was  in  DC  last  week  trying  to  get  an 

15 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.    Then,  item 

15 

update  with  some  of  the  staff  folks  working  in  the 

16 

No.  4. 

16 

committees,  as  well  as  the  local  delegation.  And 

17 

We're  very  pleased  tonight  to  welcome 

17 

where  we  are  right  now,  there  is  just  a  great  deal 

18 

members  of  the  National  Park  Service,  particularly 

18 

of  uncertainty  about  how  soon  the  Presidio  Trust 

19 

Presidio  member  Bob  Chandler.     He  is  here  tonight 

19 

legislation  might  move  forward. 

20 

to  have  a  discussion,  and  perhaps  some  questions 

20 

The  Congress  will  be  in  session  for  the 

21 

and  answers  on  the  trust  legislation. 

21 

rest  of  this  month.    They  will  adjourn  because  of 

22 

Thank  you  very  much  for  being  here 

22 

the  political  convention,  so  August  is  out. 

23 

tonight. 

23 

They'll  be  back  after  Labor  Day  and  meet  through 

24 

MR.  CHANDLER:    Thank  you.    It's  a 

24 

September,  and  what  is  suggested  --  it  will 

25 

pleasure  to  be  here  and  give  you  an  update  for  the 

25 

probably  be  going  out,  adjourning  sometime  into 

1 

September,  early  October,  which  means  there  is  very 

1 

occur  in  January.    So  it's  pretty  problematic  right 

2 

few  legislative  days  left  to  pass  out  to  Congress 

2 

now  just  how  this  will  all  play  out. 

3 

the  Presidio  Trust  legislation. 

3 

The  bill  that's  currently  in  Congress 

4 

Right  now,  the  Presidio  Trust  is  folded 

4 

that  passed  out  the  Senate  has  gone  through  many 

5 

into  a  very  large  omnibus  bill  that  includes  at 

5 

generations.    It's  different  than  the  House  bill; 

6 

least  67  titles.    The  Presidio  Trust  legislation  is 

6 

it's  different  from  the  bill  that  passed  the  Senate 

7 

only  one  title  of  that  batch,  and  there  are  a 

7 

full  committee.    In  general,  we  feel  it's  a  pretty 

8 

number  of  things  that  have  been  added  that  may 

8 

good  bill.     It's  not  ideal;  it's  not  perfect  in 

9 

cause  the  omnibus  bill  to  fail  in  Congress  -- 

9 

terms  of  what  we  would  like  to  see,  but  the 

10 

either  the  House  or  Senate  not  being  passed,  there 

10 

administration  supports  it,  and  as  I  said  earlier. 

11 

is  also  the  possibility  that  subprovisions  added  in 

11 

it  has  pretty  strong  bipartisan  support. 

12 

by  the  Presidential  veto,  which  could  also  equally 

12 

I  thought  it  would  be  useful  to  mention 

13 

occur. 

13 

just  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  and  why  we 

14 

The  problem  does  not  seem  to  be  the 

14 

think  it's  important  to  continue  to  support  it. 

15 

Presidio  Trust  bill,  itself,  but  the  Presidio  Trust 

15 

The  basic  reason  is  the  Trust  would  be 

16 

is  Title  1,  and  because  it  has  strong  bipartisan 

16 

empowered  with  a  set  of  tools  and  authorities  that 

17 

support,  it's  function  is  a  magnet  to  attract  a  lot 

17 

the  National  Park  Service  does  not  have,  nor  is  it 

18 

of  other  pieces  of  the  legislation.    In  fact,  it's 

18 

likely  to  ever  get.    And  the  feeling  is  that  with 

19 

the  only  major  piece  of  public  Legislation  that  is 

19 

this  set  of  authorities  that  range  from  borrowing 

20 

being  dealt  with  right  now,  and  it's  just  hard  to 

20 

authority  to  loan  guarantee  authority  to  exemption 

21 

say  how  it  will  all  play  out. 

21 

from  federal  government  regulations  to  personnel 

22 

If,  in  fact,  it  does  pass,  it  probably 

22 

regulations  to  revenue  retention  authority,  that  it 

23 

will  pass  in  September.     If  it  doesn't  go  in 

23 

really  would  be  equipped  with  the  tools  that  it 

24 

September,  then  we're  talking  about  the  process 

24 

would  take  to  do  the  job  on  the  Presidio  in  terms 

25 

starting  again  in  the  next  Congress,  which  would 

25 

of  not  only  protecting  it,  but  leasing  the 
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1  buildings  in  a  way  that  would  generate  the  revenue 

2  to  drive  down  the  operating  costs. 

3  I  think,  as  most  of  you  are  aware,  there 

4  is  sort  of  a  duel  imperative  that  we're  dealing 
with  on  the  Presidio.    One  is  the  traditional  park 

6  inherited  to  preserve  and  protect  this  very 

7  precious  resource  for  future  generations,  but  the 

8  other  is  to  try  to  do  it  in  a  way  to  drive  down  the 

9  operating  costs,  since  it's  currently  the  most 

10  expensive  unit  in  the  National  Park  system.  And 

11  the  fact  is  that  we  will  not  be  able  to  maintain 

12  the  level  of  appropriations  we  currently  have,  and 

13  we  need  to  find  ways  to  drag  down  the  operating 

14  costs. 

15  I  think  another  important  point  is  that 

16  the  Presidio  will  remain  part  of  Golden  Gate 

17  National  Recreation  Area  even  under  Trust 

18  jurisdiction;  it's  still  part  of  the  National  Park 

19  system.    It  would  have  a  different  management 

20  structure.    It  would  be  managed  by  a  Presidio 

21  Trust,  which  is  a  federal  corporation.     It's  not  a 

22  private  entity.    It  will  essentially  be  another 

23  federal  agency  that  is  still  subject  to  many  of  the 

24  federal  controls,  but  has  exemption  from  a  number 

25  of  the  federal  requirements  that  is  specified  in 
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Tiny. 

1  the  legislation. 

2  I  think  another  important  part  in  the 

3  findings,  too,  is  that  a  lot  of  people  have 

4  expressed  concern  that  the  trust  will  take  off  in 

5  some  bizarre  direction  that  may  be  detrimental  to 

6  the  Presidio  as  a  national  treasure.    The  findings 

7  in  Section  1,  says: 

8  "The  Trust  must  manage  the  Presidio 

9  in  a  manner  which  protects  the  Presidio 

10  from  development  and  uses  which  would 

11  destroy  the  scenic  beauty  and  historic 

12  and  natural  character  of  the  area  and  the 

13  cultural  and  recreational  resources." 

14  Further,  in  Section  4,  it  says, 

15  "The  Trust  must  manage  property 

16  within  the  Presidio  in  accordance  with 

17  the  purposes  set  forth  in  the  Golden  Gate 

18  Nationat  Recreation  Area  enabling 

19  legislation  and  in  accordance  with  the 

20  general  objectives  in  the  1994  Presidio 

21  General  Management  Plan." 

22  The  Trust  also  has  the  authority,  even 

23  though  the  jurisdiction  for  most  of  the  Presidio 

24  would  transfer  in  the  Trust  --  the  Trust  has  the 

25  authority  to  utilize  the  National  Park  Service  for 
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1  any  operations  on  the  Presidio.    This  can  occur 

2  through  agreement,  through  contract  or  detailing,  or 

3  even  hiring  NPS  personnel.    So  the  notion  that  the 

4  Trust  will  come  into  the  Park  Service  will  be  out, 

5  and  I  think  it  is  very  unlikely  to. 

6  In  fact,  the  legislation  establishes  that 

7  the  public  safety  component,  the  law  enforcement 

8  component  will  be  handled  by  the  U.S.  Park  Police  and 

9  park  rangers.    The  interpreted  educational, 

10  orientation  programs  that  we  do  in  the  Presidio  would 

11  be  continued  to  be  handled  by  the  Park  Service. 

12  Another  important  issue  that  is  sometimes 

13  misunderstood  is  that  the  Trust  would  be  exempt  from 

14  NEEPA  (sic)  compliance  or  Historic  Preservation  Act 

15  compliance.    And  the  legislation  is  specific  that 

16  both  NEEPA  and  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  applies. 

17  The  Trust  also  has,  in  the  legislation,  specific 

18  audit  requirements  --  an  annual  audit  is  conducted, 

19  and  it  must  meet  the  requirements  of  the  government 

20  Corporation  Control  Act,  which  is  another  way  of 

21  providing  government  oversight  through  Congress  in 

22  terms  of  their  actions. 

The  Trust  has  to  consult  with  the 

24  Secretary  of  Interior  in  developing  the 

25  comprehensive  program  for  managing  the  lands  and 


1  facilities  that  they  have  jurisdiction  over.  The 

2  Trust  also  is  subject  to  the  public  oversight,  and 

3  the  mechanism  for  that  is  through  the  Golden  Gate 

4  National  Recreation  Area  Advisory  Commission.  And 

5  they  are  required  to  meet  three  times  a  year  at  a 

6  minimum  with  that  Commission. 

7  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  Park  Service 

8  will  have  continuing  on-site  presence  with 

9  information,  interpretation  and  educational 

10  services,  and  the  Trust  is  authorized  to  adopt  all 

11  the  rules  and  regulations  that  apply  to  Golden  Gate 

12  National  Recreation  Park  Service. 

13  So  those  are  some  of  the  things  that  are 

14  in  the  bill  that  we  think  help  ensure  that  the 

15  Presidio  Trust,  with  its  setup  and  with  its  board, 

16  appointed  by  the  President  and  Secretary  of 

17  Interior,  is  really  not  going  to  be  able  to  operate 

18  in  ways  that  are  totally  freewheeling  that  has  been 

19  suggested  by  some,  but  it  will  really  be  operating 

20  within  the  requirements  of  the  law  and  the  general 

21  management  plan. 

22  The  Trust  could,  in  fact,  choose  to 

23  change  the  general  management  plan,  in  which  case 

24  we  woutd  have  to  go  through  the  legal  process, 

25  without  too  much  Republican  input,  and  get  the 
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.cessary  compliance  dealt  with  in  that  way. 

So  I  think  what  I  would  like  to  do  at 
this  point  is  Just  to  take  any  questions  that 
anyone  might  have  and  get  into  a  dialogue. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Our 
reporter  has  requested  tonight,  that  if  you  state 
your  name  before  you  speak,  that  would  greatly  help 
her.    Since  we're  in  a  different  setting,  she  can't 
see  the  names  from  where  she's  sitting. 

I  know  from  talking  to  a  number  of 
members  of  the  board  that  there  are  a  number  of 
concerns.    You  touched  on  several,  and  so  this 
would  be  a  good  opportunity  to  talk  about  them. 

Does  anyone  have  a  question  ready  to  fire 
away?    I  was  thinking  Joan  might  have  a  question. 

All  right.    Joan  and  Bruce,  and  then  Bob. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Joan  Girardot  from 
the  Marina  Civic  Improvement  and  Property  Owner's 
Association. 

One  of  my  questions  is  this,  under  the 
legislation,  the  Trust  has  the  authority  --  not 
saying  that  it  will  exercise  this  authority  --  but 
it  has  the  authority  to  demolish  any  building  on 
the  Presidio  that  is  not  classified  as  category  1. 
That's  according  to  the  legislation  that  passed  the 
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1  Senate  on  December  21st  of  Casamer  Kowski's  (sic) 

2  Committee.    So  the  question  is,  the  Presidio  was 

3  given  national  historic  landmark  status  in  1962, 

4  was  it? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Yeah,  that's 

6  right. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    So  if  the  Trust 

8  were  to  demolish  a  lot  of  these  buildings  that  gave 

9  it  its  historic  status,  how  would  that  demolition 

10  impact  the  historic  status?    That's  question  Mo.  1. 

11  Question  No.  2  is,  potentially,  there  are 

12  several  million  square  feet  that  the  legislation 

13  says  the  Trust  could  replace.    They  could  put 

14  replacement  construction,  new  construction  there, 

15  and  so  what  would  this  look  like?    Who  would  decide 

16  what  it  was  going  to  look  like,  and  how  would  all 

17  that  new  construction  impact  its  historic  status? 

18  MR.  CHANDLER:    Well,  the  first  question, 

19  in  terms  of  historic  preservation  under  the 

20  landmark  status  and  the  language  in  the  legislation 

21  says  that  it  does  not  authorize  the  Trust  to  remove 

22  historic  buildings.    It  suggests  that  the  Trust 

23  should  consider  removal  of  buildings  other  than 

24  those  that  are  in  category  1. 

25  The  categories  that  are  used  in  the  bill 
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1  are  really  a  dated  report  which  was  done  back  in 

2  the  early  '80s  for  the  Army.    Regardless  of  that, 

3  any  action  that  the  Trust  would  take  to  remove  any 

4  historic  buildings  would  still  have  to  go  through 

5  the  section  106  process  --  just  as  the  National 

6  Park  Service  would  have  to  do  --  and  just  as  we  did 

7  when  we  took  down  the  historic  buildings  that  are 

8  on  Crissy  Field.    The  Trust  would  not  be  exempt 

9  from  that. 

10  If,  in  fact,  they  went  through  the 

11  process  and  got  approval  through  the  106  process, 

12  it  states  that  if  a  preservation  state  officer  of 

13  the  council  of  Historic  Preservation  were 

14  successful  in  removing  many  of  the  historic 

15  buildings  that  would  put  in  jeopardy  the  national 

16  historic  landmark,  then  that  would  have  to  be 

17  considered.    I  think  the  chance  of  that  happening 

18  are  very  remote.    That  does  not  mean  that  the  Trust 

19  could  not  recommend  removal  of  some  historic 

20  buildings  and  go  through  the  same  process  that  any 

21  agency  would  have  to  go  through  in  order  to  get  the 

22  approval  to  do  that.    We  have,  in  fact,  recommended 

23  in  the  general  management  plan  removal  of  a 

24  considerable  number  of  historic  buildings  on  the 

25  Presidio. 


1  The  second  point  about  the  demolition 

2  capability,  the  legislation  gives  the  Trust  the 

3  ability  to  take  down  buildings  and  replace  them  in 

4  time  within  the  same  planning  area.    For  example, 

5  if  the  Trust  determined  that  they  wanted  to  take 

6  down  the  Letterman  Hospital,  which  is  450,000 

7  square  feet,  roughly,  they  could  rebuild  within 

8  that  Letterman  complex  planning  area  like  square 

9  footage. 

10  Each  of  the  planning  areas  has  limitation 

11  on  the  amount  of  square  footage  included.    So  they 

12  could  not,  for  example,  take  the  450,000  square 

13  feet  from  the  Letterman  complex  and  move  it  into 

14  the  main  post  or  to  another  section.    It  would  have 

15  to  be  within  the  same  planning  area. 

16  In  general,  the  requirements  in  the 

17  Presidio  Trust  legislation  is  essentially  the  same 

18  as  in  the  basic  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation 

19  legislation,  which  provides  for  one  down,  one  up, 

20  which  is  generally  what's  been  applied  throughout 

21  the  park.    There  is  a  provision  in  the  general 

22  management  plan  for  some  new  construction  in 

23  planning  areas  like  at  the  golf  course,  at  Point 

24  Scott  and  a  few  other  areas,  but  that's  relatively 

25  small  square  footage. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    But  you  would 

2  concede  that  the  new  management  plan  that  the  Trust 

3  has  to  come  up  with,  within  one  year  of  this 
legislation  passing,  does  give  them  the  authority 

i  to  demolish  on  a  much  more  wider  scale  than  was 

6  envisioned  in  the  general  plan  amendment.    And  they 

7  can  replace  it  because  the  legislation  says, 

8  "Evaluation  for  possible  demolition  or  replacement 

9  of  those  buildings  are  identified  as  categories  2 

10  through  5"  in  the  Presidio  San  Francisco  Historic 

11  Landmark  District  Historical  Building  Survey  dated 

12  1985. 

13  And  our  worry  is  that  since  there  is  no 

14  real  public  oversight  of  the  Trust  --  in  other  words, 

15  yes,  the  public  could  go  to  the  GGNRA  Advisory 

16  Commission  and  yell  and  scream  about  say,  2,000 

17  million  square  feet  of  historic  buildings  being  taken 

18  down.    The  Advisory  Commission  is  just  advising. 

19  They  have  no  power  in  the  Trust,  and  the  Trust  could 

20  go  ahead  and  do  that.    And  so  our  worry  is  the 

21  Presidio  might  look  very  different  10  years  from  now 

22  than  it  does  today,  if  the  Trust  exercised  those 

23  authorities  for  demolition  and  replacement.    It's  the 

24  replacement.    It's  the  idea  of  all  the  new 

25  replacement  construction  that  worries  us  and  how 
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1  would  this  impact  its  national  landmark  status? 

2  MR.  CHANDLER:    Well,  I  think  the 

3  operative  word  in  what  you  just  read  is  "evaluate." 

4  And  the  Trust  clearly  has  the  authority  to 

5  evaluate.    They  don't  have  the  authority 

6  unilaterally  to  tear  down  historic  buildings  and 

7  replace  them  with  anything  they  wish.    They  have  to 

8  go  through  the  compliance  process,  that  is  a  public 

9  process.    The  notion  that  they  could  simply  tear  it 

10  down  at  will  because  of  the  language  in  the  bill 

11  doesn't  hold  up. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    The  other  question 

13  I  have  --  if  I  could  just  finish  up  --  is  that 

14  we're  told  that  the  Trust  is  going  to  have  powers 

15  that  the  Park  Service  doesn't  have,  which  is  very 

16  true  in  that  the  Park  Service  might  not  likely  ever 

17  get  them.    But  if  the  idea  that  the  Trust  is  going 

18  to  streamline  cost  and  save  the  taxpayer  money, 

19  could  you  comment  on  the  Congressional  Budget 

20  Office's  report  to  Chairman  McKoski.    And  I'm 

21  reading  from  this  document  where  they  said  that, 

22  "The  total  cost  of  developing  commercial  space 

23  within  the  Presidio  is  very  uncertain." 

24  And  again,  where  they've  said,  "Because  the 

25  bill  does  not  establish  any  limitations  on  loan 


20 


1  levels,  which  the  federal  taxpayers  are  guaranteeing, 

2  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  cannot  estimate  the 

3  subsidy  cost  of  the  federal  government  and  the 

4  projects  that  would  be  funded." 

5  So  where  is  the  notion  that  this  is  going 

6  to  save  money  coming  from,  when  the  Congressional 

7  Budget  Office  says  the  costs  are  unknown? 

8  MR.  CHANDLER:    I  think  there  have  been  a 

9  number  of  studies  done  not  only  by  CBO  but  by  a 

10  number  of  consultants  that  have  taken  a  look  at  the 

11  potential  for  leasing  and  revenue  generation  from 

12  the  assets  that  are  on  the  Presidio  and  develop  the 

13  number  of  projections  in  terms  of  what  the  income 

14  could  be. 

15  Obviously,  that  fluctuates  with  market 

16  conditions  and  the  ability  to  attract  private 

17  financing  in  addition  to  what  could  be  borrowed  by 

18  the  loan  guarantees  that  could  be  provided.  I 

19  think  that's  a  good  example  of  where  we're 

20  beginning  to  get  a  better  database  is  the 

21  development  of  the  Thorow  Center,  which  was 

22  developed  with  private  financing  at  a  cost  of  about 
5.6  mi llion. 

z4  The  earlier  estimate  by  the  consultants, 

25  looking  at  what  it  takes  to  refurbish  that  complex, 


1  was  10.1  million.    So  we've  been  able  to 

2  demonstrate  that,  at  least  in  one  project,  that  we 

3  can  do  it  by  far  less  cost  than  what's  projected  by 

4  the  financial  consultants. 

5  We  are  seeing  continuing  interest  in  the 

6  Presidio  by  a  wide  range  of  organizations,  which 

7  suggest  to  us  that  the  market  conditions  are  good 

8  because  of  desirability  of  the  Presidio,  because  of 

9  the  amenities  that  are  there,  the  desirability  of 

10  having  a  work  station  and  an  environment  that  has  a 

11  campus-like  quality  will  help  make  it  work.    And  I 

12  continue  to  feel  optimistic  that  it  can  be  done. 

13  I  think  the  larger  question,  Joan,  may  be 

14  whether  the  Presidio  Trust  and  the  Park  Service  and 

15  everybody  else  can  achieve  full  self-sufficiency  in 

16  15  years.    We  believe  that  is  a  very  ambitious 

17  undertaking.    And  the  legislation,  we  believe,  will 

18  have  to  be  amended,  because  that  will  be  hard  to  do 

19  in  our  view. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you. 

21  Okay,  Bruce. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Bruce  Mckleroy. 

23  My  question  was  directed  to  the  issue  of 

24  time  and  determination  of  the  Trust  based  on  the 

25  profits  that  have  to  be  brought  to  bear.    I  mean. 
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1  the  thing  has  to  be  profitable  at  a  certain  time. 

2  I'm  unclear  as  to  what  some  of  those  limitations 

3  are,  and  also,  I'd  like  to  know  what  the  Trust 

4  might  have  in  it  if  it  is  terminated,  because  if 

5  it's  being  unable  to  be  profitable,  what  would 

6  happen  to  it? 

7  MR.  CHANDLER:    The  current  language 

8  requires  that  the  Trust  achieve  self-sufficiency  in 

9  15  years,  and  if  it  fails  to  do  that,  then  the 

10  Trust  holders  would  revert  to  the  general 

11  administration  for  disposal  under  the  Base  Closure 

12  Act.    This  is  a  provision  that  we  didn't  like.  You 

13  know,  the  plan  for  the  administration  was  that  if 

14  it  didn't  achieve  self-sufficiency  in  15  years, 

15  then  there  was  a  move  to  deauthorize  the  Trust, 

16  that  it  would  revert  to  the  National  Park  Service 

17  and  the  Department  of  Interior.    The  reality, 

18  though,  is  that  15  years  is  a  long  period  of  time, 

19  and  we  think  --  as  with  most  pieces  of 

20  legislation  --  there  will  be  a  lot  of  Congress 

21  coming  and  going  and  opportunity  to  either  amend 

22  that  or  modify  that  in  such  a  way  that  it's  a  more 

23  realistic  projection  in  terms  of  the  amount  of 

24  appropriated  dollars  needed  to  support  the 

25  Presidio,  combined  with  whatever  revenues  are 


23 

1  from  the  Army  in  the  last  several  years  is  improve 

2  the  infrastructure,  putting  systems  in  place  that 

3  will  be  more  cost-effective  over  time. 

4  So  there  has  been  a  lot  of  work  done  to 

5  help  us  manage  this  place  in  a  more  cost-effective 

6  way,  but  it's  going  to  take  time.    It's  a  long-term 

7  project. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Thank  you. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  RE  I N HARD :    I'm  Bob  Reinhard 

10  from  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park  Association. 

11  I  don't  have  a  question,  but  I  want  to 

12  add  to  the  discussion  here.    First  of  all,  to  pick 

13  up  with  something  that  Joan  said,  I'm  hoping  that 

14  in  10  years  the  Park  does  look  very  different. 

15  And,  in  fact,  the  next  presentation  and  the 

16  brochures  you  have  in  front  of  you  show  really  nice 

17  pictures  of  one  of  the  really  dramatic  ways  in 

18  which  the  park  will  look.    And  the  Trust  is  one  of 

19  the  elements  or  one  of  the  administrative  entities 

20  that  is  going  to  help  that  will  maintain  and  to 

21  secure  those  projects,  and  when  the  actions  that 

22  are  contemplated  by  the  Trust  in  terms  of,  you 

23  know,  raising  revenue  and  getting  secure  fundings 

24  for  projects  that  we  talked  about  --  that  idea  is 

25  to  turn  this  into  an  industrial  park,  but  it's  the 


1  generated  from  the  leasing  activities. 

2  So  it's  one  of  the  things  that  I  said, 

3  initially,  was  not  ideal.    We'd  like  to  have 

4  another  way,  but  we  don't  feel  that  that  particular 

5  provision  is  sufficient  to  recommend  a  veto, 

6  because  we  think  we  have  the  time  to  demonstrate 

7  its  success.    And  the  popularity  of  the  Presidio, 

8  as  a  park  and  for  a  place  for  people  to  work  in, 

9  will  evolve  over  time. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Does  the 

11  definition  of  self-sufficiency  have  any  quirks  or 

12  Hollywood  accounting  in  it,  or  is  it  pretty 

13  straightforward? 

14  MR.  CHANDLER:    I  think  it's  pretty 

15  straightforward. 

16  The  operating  cost  for  the  Presidio  now 

17  is  about  $27,000,000  a  year  --  25,  or  a  little  less 

18  than  25  is  federal  appropriation  tax  dollars.  The 

19  rest  comes  from  lease  revenues  and  concession  fees 

20  and  those  kinds  of  things.    So  the  idea  is  that 

21  with  more  facilities  leased  and  more  concession 

22  operations,  is  that  the  revenue  screen  would  help 

23  drive  down  the  freight  costs  and  whatever  costs  -- 

24  cost  deficiencies  to  be  realized  in  the  process. 

25  And  a  lot  of  what  we've  been  doing  with  the  help 


1  Presidio  National  Park.    And  I  wanted  to  bring  this 

2  discussion  a  little  bit  around  to  what  we,  as  a 

3  board,  are  supposed  to  be  doing  in  terms  of  cleanup 

4  issues,  the  Trust  and  some  of  the  problems  that 

5  this  raises. 

6  One  of  the  things  that  the  Trust 

7  legislation,  as  far  as  I  know,  that  is  silent  about 

8  has  to  do  with  future  concerns  of  liability  --  the 

9  concerns  of  liability  by  future  tenants.    That  is  a 

10  very  real  concern.    Whether  you  do  have  the  Trust 

11  or  you  don't  have  the  Trust,  anybody  that  comes 

12  onto  this  property  in  the  future  is  going  to  be 

13  concerned  about  it.    And  in  the  BRAC  Legislation, 

14  under  which  a  lot  of  the  programs  for  cleanup  that 

15  we're  operating  under  now,  and  are  directed,  there 

16  is  a  very  specific  requirement. 


17  It  says  that  the  Army  must  --  it's  not  a 

18  discretionary  duty  --  but  the  Army  must  indemnify 

19  and  give  liability  releases  to  future  owners  and 

20  operators  of  the  property.    And  as  of  today,  the 

21  Army  has  hesitated  or  has  been  unwilling  to  do 

22  that. 

23  Now,  I  mention  this  because,  like  I  said, 

24  the  Trust  legislation  --  there  has  been  some 

25  discussion  here  tonight  which  demonstrates  some  of 
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the  differences  of  opinion  that  reign  about  what 
could  happen  or  might  happen  to  the  Trust.  There 
are  also  some  things  on  which  I  think  everyone 
should  try  to  agree  as  beneficial  for  the 

preservation  and  continued  operation  of  the  park 

for  all  the  kinds  of  visions  that  we  people  have. 

One  of  those  is  to  feel  secure  that  the 
kinds  of  cleanup  --  the  cleanup  actions  that  are 
going  on  are  not  going  to  leave  things  that  people 
inherit  as  problems.    And  there  are  many  issues  in 
front  of  us,  and  some  of  them  are  on  the  agenda 
tonight:    Lead-based  paint.    How  much  cleanup?  How 
little  cleanup.    Where  are  we  going  to  get  it?  The 
issues  of  the  degree  and  scope,  or  if  the  Army 
says,  "Well,  we  only  want  to  do  so  much  cleanup," 
and  other  kinds  of  agencies  that  want  people  to  do 
more  cleanup. 

Well,  that's  inherited  I iabi I i ty  under 
whatever  administration,  whatever  management  scheme 
pertaining.     I  think  it's  important  to  keep  in 
mind,  first  of  all  --  we  think  the  legislation  is  a 
great  thing.     It  will  help  to  secure,  like  I  say, 
important  projects  that  we're  going  to  hear  about 
soon  and  issues  about  securing  them.    Making  sure 
that  the  legislation  really  works  and  that  other 
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1  projects  really  work  is  something  that  we  need  to 

2  think  about  in  terms  of  the  cleanups  that  we're 

3  reviewing  and  those  problems. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Peter  has  asked  if  I 

5  can  let  David  respond  to  one  of  Bob's  comments. 

6  BOARDMEHBER  O'HARA:    I'd  like  to  address 

7  the  question  to  Mr.  Chandler,  and  it  seems  to  me 

8  that  Bob  got  off  the  subject  in  terms  of  the 

9  dialogue,  and  I  thought  that's  where  we  were. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Could  we  defer  your 

11  response,  David? 

12  Okay.    Go  ahead,  Peter. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I 'm  Peter  O'Hara. 

14  In  terms  of  achieving  self -sufficiency 

15  within  15  years,  is  that  --  the  concept  would  break 

16  even,  and  is  that  for  the  entire  park,  or  is  that 

17  just  for  those  areas  of  the  park  that  are  under  the 

18  Trust  administration?    And  if  it's  for  the  entire 

19  park,  is  the  Presidio  administration  being  asked  to 

20  accede  the  financial  operations  that  a  typical 

21  national  park  would  have?    In  other  words,  if  you 

22  have  to  break  even  here,  are  there  any  other 

23  national  parks  in  the  country  that  have  that 

24  requirement  to  continue  existence? 

25  MR.  CHANDLER:    No.    The  answer  to  that  is 
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1  really,  no.    There  are  none. 

2  This  is  a  special  case  in  that  regard. 

3  And  it's  been  made  a  special  case  because  of  the 

4  scale  of  the  operation  here,  the  number  of 

5  buildings,  the  complexity  of  the  infrastructure, 

6  and  the  fact  that  it's,  in  effect,  a  city  within  a 

7  city  because  of  the  systems  that  are  in  place  here 

8  and  the  notion  that  the  way  to  make  this  viable  is 

9  to  use  the  assets  to  drive  down  the  operating 

10  costs. 

11  The  earlier  provisions  were  to  do  the 

12  same  thing,  but  in  the  earlier  versions  of  the 

13  legislation,  they  did  not  really  think  about 

14  self-sufficiency.    So  that's  one  of  the  changes 

15  that  really  came  about  as  a  result  of  what  happened 

16  in  Congress  in  1994.    It  was  a  much  more 

17  conservative  swing  where  we  were  able  to,  in 

18  effect,  convince  a  lot  of  members  of  Congress  that 

19  initially  were  saying  that  we  ought  to  get  rid  of 

20  it;  it's  too  expensive;  we  ought  to  sell  it  all  or 

21  sell  pieces  of  it  off,  but  we  turned  the  corner  on 

22  that  by  getting  a  lot  of  them  out  here  to  see  the 
place  and  recognizing  that  it  does  have  natural 

dU  significance.    It  needs  to  be  preserved.    But  the 

25  caveat  there  is  that  if  you  want  to  save  it,  it  has 


1  to  be  able  to  pay  for  itself.    So  it's  been  a  hard 

2  process  to  get  to  that  final  step  of 

3  self-sufficiency,  and  it  is  going  to  be  tough  to 

4  achieve. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Scott. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I'd  like  to  know  if 

7  you  could  elaborate  on  some  of  the  other  ways  that 

8  the  public  can  participate  in  a  meaningful  way  in 

9  terms  of  shaping  the  portions  of  the  Presidio 

10  within  Trust  jurisdiction.    That  would  be  my  main 

11  area  of  concern.    I'm  not  exactly  sure  what  avenues 

12  the  public  would  have  attending  the  GMPA  Advisory 

13  Committee  meetings  other  than  stating  a  comment  to 

14  build  an  administrative  record. 

15  In  addition,  relating  to  that,  I  should 

16  say  I  have  a  question  with  respect  to  when  I  would 

17  envision  this  process  to  work  with  other  processes 

18  you  refer  to,  such  as  NEEPA  or  the  Historic 

19  Preservation  Act,  in  terms  of  when  those  processes 

20  would  be  triggered  by  decisions  that  you'd 

21  anticipate  the  Trust  to  make,  specifically,  such  as 

22  those  relating  to  what  Joan  pointed  out  --  building 

23  demolition  or  building  removal  --  and  shaping  some 

24  of  the  areas  within  the  Trust  jurisdiction.  I'm 

25  thinking  of  areas  like  Tennessee  Valley  or  other 
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portions  of  the  mixed-use  jurisdiction. 

2  And  generally,  I'd  just  like  to  know  if 

3  you  could  elaborate  on  the  various  ways  the  public 

4  could  have  a  say  or  a  particular  veto  authority  or 

5  opportunity. 

6  MR.  CHANDLER:    I  think  there  are  several 

7  things.    One  of  the  requirements  is  that  the  board 

8  would  have  at  least  two  public  meetings  a  year  and 

9  the  Trust  board  a  minimum  of  two  meetings  that  are 

10  open  to  the  public.    That's  in  addition  to  the 

11  Golden  Gate  National  Advisory  Commission  input. 

12  It  seems  to  me  that  looking  at  the 

13  legislation  and  the  fact  that  most  of  the  board 

14  members  are  likely  to  be  appointed  from  California, 

15  or  perhaps  most  from  the  Bay  Area,  that  it's  going 

16  to  be  very  unlikely  that  you're  going  to  get  a 

17  board  that  would  be  insensitive  to  the  kinds  of 

18  public  interest  and  pressure  that  exist  around  the 

19  Presidio. 

20  I  mean  the  sense  that  propriety  and 

21  ownership  that  people  feel  about  the  Presidio  is 

22  really  strong,  as  everyone  here  knows,  and 

23  certainly,  I've  learned  in  the  last  few  years.  I 

24  just  believe  that  there  are  going  to  be  cyborgs 

25  apart  from  what's  in  the  legislation  and  apart  from 
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1  what's  in  the  general  management  plan  to  ensure 

2  that  the  Trust  board  operates  in  a  way  to  preserve 

3  the  integrity  and  dignity  of  the  place. 

4  The  notion  that  people  have  that  this  is 

5  sort  of  the  worst-case  scenario,  I  think  will  not 

6  play  out.    I  think  the  sort  of  existing  mechanisms 

7  that  are  in  place  by  virtue  of  the  bill  will  be  one 

8  vehicle,  but  I  think  there  is  a  much  more  stronger 

9  vehicle  which  will  be  what  the  neighborhoods  say 

10  that  surround  the  Presidio. 

11  I  think  the  people  who  speak  through  the 

12  board  of  supervisors  and  all  of  those  kinds  of 

13  mechanisms  that  influence  the  kind  of  political 

14  actions  that  take  place  in  San  Francisco  will  come 

15  into  play.    And  there  are  a  few  places  that  seem  to 

16  have  the  kind  of  strong  public  interest  or  the 

17  depth  of  interest  that  I've  seen  for  the  Presidio. 

18  That  applies  to  other  national  parks  as  well.  They 

19  are  all  loved,  but  the  intensity  and  the  fact  that 

20  this  is  right  in  the  city  gives  it,  I  think,  a  much 

21  higher  level  of  public  focus  and  public  action  than 

22  with  other  places. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I'm  sorry.    My  name 

24  is  Scott  Miller,  for  the  record. 

25  Can  I  just  follow  up  with  one  of  the 
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1  things.    You  mentioned  the  two  public  meetings,  and 

2  I  think  that's  two  out  of  three  meetings  of  the 

3  board.    Is  that  of  the  Trust  board? 

4  MR.  CHANDLER:    Yes.    That's  a  minimum. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     Do  you  know  one 

6  thing  that  some  of  the  --  one  question  that  people 

7  have  raised  is,  why  all  meetings  of  the  board  would 

8  not  be  open? 

9  Do  you  know  what  the  board  would 

10  anticipate  discussing  in  a  closed  meeting? 

11  MR.  CHANDLER:     I  assume  that  a  lot  of  the 

12  issues  they  will  discuss  would  be  lease 

13  transactions  in  business  terms  and  negotiations. 

14  And  typically,  those  things  are  not  aired  in 

15  public. 

16  I  think  there  is  a  provision  that  will 

17  enable  them  to  go  into  an  executive  session,  so 

18  they  felt  the  mechanism  that  many  boards  have  to 

19  go,  go  to  executive  session  and  excuse  themselves 

20  from  the  public  participation  or  to  deal  with 

21  business  issues  that  are  not  appropriate  for  public 

22  disclosure  at  a  particular  point  in  time,  but 

23  that's  --  we  didn't  write  the  bill,  so  I  don't 

24  know. 

25  I  think  a  lot  of  us  folks  that  are 


1  interested  in  being  on  the  Trust  board  probably 

2  would  have  some  concern  about  conducting  all  of  the 

3  business  in  a  public  arena.    I  think  that's  just  a 

4  reality. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    And  you  mentioned 

6  that  you  felt  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for 

7  neighborhoods  and  then,  generally,  the  board  of 

8  supervisors  to  have  an  input. 

9  Do  you  understand  how  the  Trust  would 

10  allow  for  that  kind  of  mechanism  to  take  place? 

11  MR.  CHANDLER:    Well,  I  think  it  would  be 

12  very  difficult  for  the  board  if,  within  the  limits 

13  of  San  Francisco,  even  though  it's  exclusive 

14  federal  jurisdiction  to  say,  "the  City  of 

15  San  Francisco,  we're  not  interested  in  listening  to 

16  what  your  interests  and  concerns  are.    You  know, 

17  we're  a  federal  entity,  forget  it."    It's  hard  for 

18  me  to  concede  that  that  would  be  the  case. 

19  I  mean,  certainly,  in  our  current 

20  management  --  and  I  go  before  the  board;  I  go 

21  before  the  committees;  they  question  me;  they 

22  disagree  with  me  with  things  that  we  might  be  doing 

23  or  they  agree  and  give  me  their  point  of  view  of 

24  how  they  see  it.    I  would  expect  the  Trust 

25  executive,  whoever  that  is,  would  be  in  the  same 
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1  position. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you. 

3  All  right,  Mark. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I'm  Mark  Youngkin. 

5  As  a  RAB  Board,  we  discuss  environmental 

6  cleanup  levels  based  on  future  land  use,  industrial 

7  versus  recreational  versus  residential.    So  the 

8  Trust  would  be  able  to  rewrite  the  management  plan 

9  based  on  trying  to  make  the  park  profitable.  It 

10  seems  like  it  would  be  attractive  to  introduce  new 

11  land  uses  that  would  be  the  most  profitable,  such 

12  as  residential  development  of  some  sort. 

13  Could  you  discuss  the  limitations  of  the 

14  legislation  on  changing  the  land  use  from  the 

15  general  management  plan  since  the  general 

16  management  plan  is  sort  of  the  bible  of  future  land 

17  use? 

18  MR.  CHANDLER:    I  think  there  are  a  couple 

19  of  things.    The  general  management  plan  is 

20  represented  in  the  legislation,  so  that  they  have 

21  to  operate  consistent  with  the  general  objectives 

22  of  the  general  management  plan.    So  they  don't  have 

23  to  comply  with  it  as  though  it  were  the  letter  of 

24  the  law,  but  the  general  objectives. 

25  In  addition  to  that,  they  are  required  to 
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1  develop  a  comprehensive  plan  which  is  essentially  a 

2  business  plan  which  will  lay  out  how  they  intend  to 

3  achieve  the  requirements  of  the  legislation  and  do 

4  that  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the 

5  general  management  plan.    If  they  choose  to  deviate 

6  from  the  general  management  plan,  they  will  then 

7  have  to  go  through  a  separate  compliance  process. 

8  For  example,  if  they  wanted  to  tear  down 

9  Fort  Scott  and  do  something  completely  different 

10  there,  that  would  be  a  major  action  of  the  plan, 

11  and  they  would  have  to  go  through  a  huge  public 

12  development  process  to  make  those  kinds  of  changes. 

13  To  trigger  in  terms  of  what  would  require  a 

14  compliance,  is  the  same  that  any  federal  agency 

15  would  have  to  deal  with  in  making  a  determination 

16  whether  an  assessment  is  required  depending  on  the 

17  level  of  public  controversy  or  the  impact  of  the 

18  human  environment  that  the  action  would  take. 

19  So  they  are  in  the  same  boat  that  the 

20  National  Park  Service  is  in  if  we  choose  to  make  a 

21  determination  and  we  wanted  to  change  the  general 

22  management  plan.    They  are  a  federal  entity,  and 

23  they  have  to  go  through  the  same  requirements. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Further  questions? 

25  Okay,  David. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I'm  David  Wilkins. 

2  I  would  like  to  interject  one  point  of  Bob 

3  Reinhard's  comment  about  the  Army  being  hesitant  to 

4  extend  its  indemnification  to  Park  Service. 

5  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  Army  has 

6  been  very  enthusiastic  about  extending  the 

7  indemnification  language  in  the  FY  '93 

8  Appropriation  Act  to  the  Park  Service.  The 

9  difficulty  has  been,  actually,  in  how  to  establish 

10  that  indemnification  so  that  the  Army  does  not  give 

11  away  the  farm  in  the  sense  of  violating  any  legal 

12  requirements  of  that  Preservation  Act  that  would 

13  make  the  Army  give  promises  it  can't  keep.  That's 

14  essentially  -- 

15  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    The  legislation  is 

16  quite  clear.    The  indemnification  is  very  limited. 

17  It's  only  indemnification  for  any  liability  arising 

18  out  of  the  activities  of  the  Army  when  it  was  here. 

19  That  was  October  1st,  1994. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  correct, 

21  Bob,  but  the  issue  is  --  let  me  say,  again,  that 

22  the  Army  can't  make  any  promises  that  it  can't 
keep.    And  because  there  was  no  appropriation 

24  associated  with  this  particular  legislation,  the 

25  Army  can't  guarantee  that  if  a  potential  lessee 


1  from  the  Park  Service  has  somebody  using  their 

2  facility  and  they  file  a  claim  against  that  lessee, 

3  and  the  lessee,  in  turn,  wants  to  exercise  its 

4  right  under  indemnification  to  have  the  Army  pay 

5  that  claim,  if  the  Army  has  paid  $10,000,000  worth 

6  of  claims  that  year  and  there  is  only  $10,000,000 

7  worth  of  appropriation,  and  it's  already  been 

8  spent,  then  that  claim  may  not  get  paid  until  next 

9  year  when  those  appropriations  are  reestablished. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    But  the  Trust 

11  legislation  -- 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Let  me  finish.  Let 

13  me  finish  so  everyone  can  understand. 

14  So  the  particular  aspect  is  that,  yes, 

15  the  Army  is  extending  its  indemnification,  but  the 

16  Army  can't  guarantee  that  those  claim  losses  would 

17  be  covered  at  the  immediate  moment  that  claim  is 

18  filed  by  the  potential  lessee.    And  that  language 

19  is  yet  to  come  forward  in  an  official  response  to 

20  the  Park  Service. 

21  An  extension  of  that,  further,  is  that 

22  the  Park  Service  Environmental  Management  Staff, 

23  whom  you  are  all  familiar  with,  are  intimately 

24  involved  with  RPM  meetings,  the  BCT  meetings  and 

25  various  meetings  associated  with  Army  contractors. 
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1  They  are  intimately  involved  with  the  entire 

2  remediation  project  here  at  the  Presidio;  they  know 

3  what's  being  done,  why  it's  being  done,  and  when 

4  it's  being  done;  and  they  have  the  ability,  armed 

5  with  that  information,  to  inform  the  potential 

6  lessees  of  what's  going  on. 

7  And  in  the  event  that  there  is  still  some 

8  concern,  the  Army  is  readily  available  to  assist  in 

9  providing  further  information  to  potential  lessees 

10  and  let  them  know  exactly  how  the  Army's  cleanup 

11  action  will  impact,  or  to  what  degree  that  may  be. 

12  Their  particular  activities  are  going  to  be  here  at 

13  the  park. 

14  So  I  just  want  to  make  everyone  aware 

15  that  the  Park  Service  and  the  Army  are  very  well 

16  coordinated  on  these  lease  issues.    There  are  some 

17  very  particular  and  very  specific  legal  aspects 

18  about  the  indemnification  thing.    You  can't  make  a 

19  promise  that  you  can't  keep,  and  that's  basically 

20  what's  going  to  come  out  in  our  official  response 

21  that's  due  to  be  out  to  the  Park  Service  this  week. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     Okay.     I  think 

23  this  requires  some  clarification. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:     If  I  can  just  jump  in 

25  here.    Everybody  here  at  this  table  enjoys  a  good 
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1  fight,  and  we've  all  been  in  them,  and  I'm  sure 

2  that  the  response  could  go  back  and  forth  here. 

3  But  we  have  some  guests  here  tonight.    We  have  some 

4  people  that  need  to  finish  asking  some  questions. 

5  Perhaps  we  can  come  back  to  this  topic  later  on 

6  this  evening,  if  the  board  wants  to  entertain  that, 

7  but  I  do  want  people  that  have  questions  to  please 

8  be  able  to  ask  those  questions.    And  if  we  can  come 

9  back  to  that,  I  would  be  happy  to  entertain  that 

10  subject  later  on  this  evening. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  I  agree  we 

12  need  to  get  on  with  the  agenda,  but  what  I  was 

13  saying  before,  is  that  this  discussion  --  and  I'm 

14  very  glad  that  Mr.  Chandler  is  here  because  it  is  a 

15  very  important  topic.    It  is  important  to  talk 

16  about  the  Trust  legislation,  and  to  understand  it, 

17  but  more  important  we  should  think  about  how  that 

18  Trust  legislation  interacts  with  the  charge  and  why 

19  we  are  here,  and  the  cleanup  issues,  and  the  Trust 

20  legislation  all  intertwine.    That  is  something 

21  worth  talking  about. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Absolutely. 

23  Arthur. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:     I ' m  Arthur  Young . 

25  I'm  trying  to  summarize  in  my  own  mind  what  I've 
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1  read  in  the  Chronicle,  the  Bay  Guardian,  and  what 

2  you've  said  tonight,  and  I'm  scratching  my  head, 

3  because  I'm  sure  I'm  the  thick  one,  and  this  is 

4  what  I  think  I 've  got. 

5  We're  lucky  and  grateful  that  there  is  a 

6  Trust  so  that  the  Presidio  didn't  get  sold  off. 

7  With  everything  we  know  now,  there  is  no  way  that 

8  the  leasing  arrangements  that  are  projected  will 

9  pay  even  close  to  the  25-  $27,000,000  that  is 

10  required  today  that  needs  to  break  even,  which  no 

11  other  park  has  an  agreement  to  do.    But  our  fingers 

12  are  crossed  that  in  eight,  ten  years,  we  will 

13  demonstrate  enough  good  faith  effort  that  somewhere 

14  legislators  who  are  not  yet  in  office  will  go  and 

15  pursue  revisionist  legislation  so  that  the  Presidio 

16  continues  to  go  on  as  we  know  it  today. 

17  That's  a  hell  of  a  business  plan.  There 

18  is  something  missing.    There  is  something  either 

19  that  I'm  not  getting,  or,  in  all  of  the  writing 

20  that  I've  seen,  is  not  really  being  addressed  in  a 

21  direct  and  substantial  way.    If  you  could  kind  of 

22  help  fill  in  a  blank  or  two  for  me,  it  would  be  of 

23  great  relief. 

24  MR.  CHANDLER:     I  think  much  of  what  you 

25  just  reiterated  is  factual,  that  there  is  a  lot  of 


1  uncertainty  about  the  future. 

2  I  guess  what  I  would  suggest  is  what  is 

3  the  alternative.    I  think  those  of  us  would  say  the 

4  Trust  is  bad,  the  Trust  is  not  good  for  us  because 

5  of  its  uncertainty  and  because  of  the  outcome  in  15 

6  years,  and  just  let  it  go  away,  and  somehow  it  will 

7  all  take  care  of  itself.    I  mean,  that's  like 

8  believing  in  the  tooth  fairy. 

9  We,  I  think,  have  an  opportunity  to  keep 

10  something  that  is  very  precious  here,  and  even 

11  though  the  formula,  the  government  structure  is  not 

12  what  most  of  us  would  put  together  as  a  perfect 

13  piece  of  legislation,  but  in  any  legislation  --  the 

14  initial  legislation  in  the  Golden  Gate  National 

15  Recreation  Area  is  not  perfect  --  I've  worked  in  a 

16  lot  of  parks  around  the  country  and  every  piece  of 

17  legislation  for  every  park  I've  worked  in  has  been 

18  amended  numbers  of  times,  and  that  will  happen 

19  here. 

20  So  I  guess  I  would  suggest  that  we 

21  shouldn't  be  the  unfavorable  party  in  looking  at 

22  this,  but  try  to  look  at  it  in  terms  of  an 

23  opportunity  to  say  something  that  is  important  to 

24  us,  and  then  work  really  hard  to  perfect  it  over 

25  time. 
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I  mean  that's  clearly  a  the  view  that 
people  like  Nancy  Golcy  (sic)  and  others.    We  don't 
expect  to  take  this  bill  and  just  sit  on  it  and  say 
this  is  all  we're  going  to  get. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:     I  guess  if  you  can 
just  drop  a  little  more  information  on  the  last 
point  you  made.    In  other  words,  it  is  frequent. 
I'm  not  talking  about  a  specific  piece  of 
legislation  like  the  Presidio  bill,  but  that  new 
legislation  gets  written  and  rewritten  on  different 
parks  throughout  the  country  with  regularity? 

MR.  CHANDLER:    Sure.    This  legislation  -- 
it's  not  usually  a  completely  new  legislation,  but 
it's  an  amendment  to  bills  that  establish  and 
authorize  units  of  the  National  Park  System,  and 
they  do  that  over  time.    It's  a  very  important 
piece  of  legislation  that  governs  how  the  National 
Park  Service  functions,  like  the  Redwood  Act  of 
1978.    That's  a  great  piece  of  legislation  that 
really  added  a  lot  of  strength  to  that  park  system. 

There  has  been  numerous  examples  of  that. 
So  the  point  is,  we're  taking  a  very  important 
first  step  to  ensure  the  preservation  of  this  place 
and  then  we'll  work  to  perfect  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:    Thank  you. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay,  David.    And  then 

2  I  saw  Mary  and  four  more  hands. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    My  question 

4  is  regarding  to  the  housing  on  the  Presidio.    A  lot 

5  of  people  are  wondering  what's  happening  with  all 

6  those  beautiful  home  quarters  here.    It's  my 

7  understanding  there's  approximately  1188  sets  of 

8  quarters  on  the  Presidio.    That  means  there  are 

9  about  570  some  odd  buildings;  306  sets  of  those 

10  quarters  belong  to  the  D0D  enclave.    I  don't  know 

11  what  the  Park  Service  numbers  are.     I  understand 

12  there  are  about  100  sets  of  quarters  or  so  that 

13  houses  Park  Service  employees,  and  then  you  have 

14  all  those  other  quarters.    A  portion  of  which  we 

15  know  is  housing  that,  according  to  the  GMPA,  is 

16  going  to  be  demolished  to  make  that  open  space  and 

17  reestablish  that  natural  vegetation  there  on  the 

18  hillside  above  Baker  Beach. 

19  What  is  the  Park  Service  or  --  do  you 

20  have  any  idea  about  what  the  Trust  is  going  to  do 

21  with  the  rest  of  the  houses?    Are  they  going  to  -- 

22  like,  if  a  tenant  came  on  and  said  we're  going  to 

23  lease  100,000  square  feet  of  administrative  space, 

24  do  you  throw  in  two  or  three  colonel  houses,  a 

25  suite,  or  how  is  that  going  to  work?   Are  you  going 
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1  to  just  start  leasing  houses  to  the  open  market  so 

2  people  could  go  to  rent  a  roomy  place  on  the 

3  Presidio?    How  is  that  going  to  work? 

4  MR.  CHANDLER:    Currently,  we're  working 

5  to  put  together  a  management  contract.    There  will 

6  be  solicitation  on  the  street  within  the  next  few 

7  weeks  to  acquire  a  management  firm  that  will  be  a 

8  housing  management  contractor  that  will  work  for 

9  the  Park  Service  and  actually  handle  leasing  for 

10  the  empty  houses  that  is  outside  of  the  Army 

11  footprint  or  the  military  footprint. 

12  These  wilt  be  first  available  to  any 

13  Presidio  organization  that  has  employees  that  wants 

14  to  live  in  the  Presidio.    And  beyond  that,  if 

15  there's  no  one  available,  it  will  be  available  on 

16  the  open  market.    The  key  is  to  get  people  into 

17  these  houses  to  help  preserve  and  protect  them. 

18  The  agreements  for  renting  will  be 

19  short-term,  so  that  if  the  Trust  chooses  to  lease 

20  them  in  a  different  way  --  a  longer  term  lease  -- 

21  they  can  do  that.  We  think  it's  important  to  get 
?2  them  occupied  quickly,  because  if  they're  sitting 

there  empty,  they  will  deteriorate. 

24  We  will  have  about  160  housing  units  in 

25  this  first  contract  and  be  able  to  grow  from  there. 


1  depending  on  how  it  moves.    As  I  say,  306  of  the 

2  housing  units  are  now  in  the  DOD  enclave.    That  is 

3  a  five-year  agreement  that  is  going  to  be  renewed 

4  annually,  so  the  idea  is  it's  not  going  to  be  a 

5  long-term  arrangement. 

6  We  also  have  housing  units  like  the 

7  pilots'  housing  up  by  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  Most 

8  of  these  are  all  proposed  for  short-term 

9  accommodations  or  bed-and-breakf ast  use.    We  hope 

10  to  get  that  moving  before  too  long,  but  I  can't  say 

11  exactly  when  that's  going  to  occur.    We  have 

12  authorized  70  units  for  Park  Service  housing,  and 

13  most  of  them  are  on  Washington  Avenue.    And  that's 

14  kind  of  the  way  we're  proceeding. 

15  I  think  the  housing  is  a  very  important 

16  piece  of  this.    We're  not  proposing  building  any 

17  new  housing,  but  over  time  if  you  take  a  look  at 

18  the  amount  of  housing  stock,  there  would  be 

19  roughly  --  with  the  Army  piece  and  what's  left  -- 

20  it's  somewhere  with  a  little  less  than  600  units 

21  that  will  be  available  for  leasing. 

22  We  think  it's  going  to  be  one  of  the 

23  really  important  economic  engines  that  help  achieve 

24  greater  viability  and  drive  down  some  of  the 

25  operating  costs.    The  market  is  very  good  for 
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1  housing,  and  a  lot  of  the  housing  has  been  taken 

2  care  of  very  well  and  is  in  good  shape. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Just  as  a  quick 

4  follow-up,  a  lot  of  the  folks  are  also  concerned 

5  about  how  the  McKinney  Act  screen  was  done  at  the 

6  Presidio,  the  one  where  housing  is  going  to  go  to 

7  the  homeless  advocacy  or  that  part  of  it.    And  as  I 

8  understand,  everybody  had  a  shot  at  that  a  couple 

9  years  ago,  and,  you  know,  people  missed  their 

10  opportunity  or  they  didn't  put  their  packages  or 

11  proposals  together  and  now  a  lot  of  people  are  kind 

12  of  upset  about  that,  but  the  fact  is,  none  of  this 

13  has  to  do  with  the  homeless  constituents,  as  I 

14  understand,  is  that  correct? 

15  MR.  CHANDLER:    That's  correct.    The  issue 

16  is  not  because  people  weren't  timely.    The  issue  is 

17  that  it  was  a  federal/federal  transfer,  and  the 

18  requirements  of  the  McKinney  Act  simply  don't 

19  apply.    It  was  one  federal  lease  to  another  federal 

20  lease,  and  so  the  McKinney  Act  does  not  apply.  It 

21  does  not  relieve  the  issues  in  terms  of  interest  by 

22  homeless  activist  groups  for  occupying  warehousing, 

23  for  example,  above  Baker  Beach. 

24  And  the  fact  that  we  have  taken  down  some 

25  of  that  housing  --  we  propose  to  take  down  all  of 
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1  it.    And,  of  course,  with  the  plan,  it  has  been  a 

2  very  hot  issue  with  some  of  the  advocates  for  the 

3  homeless,  and  we'll  continue  to  deal  with  that. 

4  It's  not  easy. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  need  to  check  in 

6  with  everybody  at  this  point.    We  were  scheduled  to 

7  begin  our  next  agenda  item  five  minutes  ago.  We've 

8  missed  the  wetland  project,  which  I  think  there  is 

9  a  lot  of  interest  in  seeing  that  presentation. 

10  Item  No.  12.    There  are  several  RPM 

11  meeting  topics.    I  understand  that  some  of  those  we 

12  might  limit  later  in  the  evening,  so  I  would 

13  propose  that  we  wrap  up  this  discussion  with  Mr. 

14  Chandler  in  about  five  minutes,  and  then  we  can  see 

15  the  wetland  presentation,  and  then  take  a  break 

16  after  that.    Is  that  agreeable? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  think  that  is 

18  agreeable. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.    I  did  happen  to 

20  see  a  couple  of  hands  over  here  that  haven't  had  a 

21  chance  yet. 

22  MS.  WALTERS:     I'm  Martha  Walters,  and  I'm 

23  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    I've  read  the 

24  Trust  legislation  and  various  renditions  of  them 

25  and  not  one  rendition  has  there  been  any  concern 
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1  about  environmental  protection.    And  I'm  wondering 

2  in  what  ways  the  National  Park  Service  or  the  Trust 

3  is  going  to  be  monitoring  the  Army's  cleanup  here. 

4  As  David  Wilkins  stated,  the  Army  and  the 

5  Park  Service  have  a  good  arrangement  right  now  with 

6  the  environmental  management  team  of  the  Park 

7  Service,  and  I'm  wondering  if  there  is  any 

8  provision  that  the  Park  Service  is  looking  into  for 

9  the  future  and  continue  in  that  relationship. 

10  MR.  CHANDLER:    I  can't  speak  for  the 

11  Trust,  because  it  doesn't  exist.    I  think  your 

12  point  is  a  good  one.    We  have  enjoyed  a  very  good 

13  relationship  with  the  EPA  and  have  two  people  on 

14  our  staff  that  are  from  the  EPA,  Brian  and  Roberta, 

15  as  well  as  David  Garrett,  who  is  on  the  Park 

16  Service  staff. 

17  That's  been  a  very  good  thing  for  us,  in 

18  order  to  work  with  the  Army  cleanup  effort.  I 

19  would  assume  that  the  Trust  might  choose  to 

20  continue  that  relationship  by  asking  the  National 

21  Park  Service  to  continue  the  function  that  we  are 

22  now  handling,  or  whether  they  choose  to  do  it 

23  themselves.    The  Trust  would  have  to  be  interested 

24  in  the  cleanup  activities  because  it  is  so  critical 

25  to  leasing,  and  I  think  the  points  a  couple  of 


1  people  have  made  like  Dave  and  Rob,  also,  is  that 

2  it's  really  important.    And  it  will  be  critical  for 

3  the  Trust  to  secure  private  financing  and  be  able 

4  to  provide  the  level  of  assurance  that  the 

5  liabilities  and  issues  are  met,  but  I  can't  say  for 

6  sure. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    One  more. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    You  know,  I  think 

9  we  should  extend  from  the  private  financing, 

10  because  I  do  have  something  I  do  want  to  say,  and 

11  Joan  has  a  few  questions. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We'll  handle  that  in 

13  just  a  moment.    Someone  that  has  not  had  a  chance 

14  to  speak  yet. 

15  Please,  Jane. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    I 'm  Jane  Powers.  As 

17  I  listen  to  all  of  the  arguments,  there  were  two 

18  things  that  came  to  mind. 

19  One  is  that  I  feel  I'm  a  little  ignorant 

20  about  sort  of  the  major  plans,  the  housing  issue, 

21  that  has  escaped  me.    I  didn't  know  we  would  be 

22  leasing  housing.     I'd  say  that  surprised  me,  the 

23  issue  of  housing. 

24  The  other  issue  is  it  sounds  that  you've 

25  taken  a  role  it  sounds  of  advocacy.    I  wonder. 
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1  given  your  --  and  I  can  understand  with  your  career 

2  in  the  National  Park  Center,  it  would  be  correct  to 

3  defend  any  administration  and/or  under  any 
condition  that  you  would  assume  a  perspective. 

5  My  question  is,  when  you  stand  in  the 

6  other  shoes,  what  are  your  major  concerns?  Really, 

7  what  are  your  major  concerns?    I  know  you're  in  a 

8  public  place  and  so  maybe  you  can't  be  as  candid  as 

9  you'd  like  to  be,  but  when  you're  not  advocating  -- 

10  you  know,  this  is  what  I'm  really  worried  about 

11  here  with  the  Trust  and  the  way  it's  currently 

12  constructed  or  put  together. 

13  MR.  CHANDLER:    Well,  the  other  shoe  is 

14  being  if  I  were  not  being  an  advocate  for  the 

15  Trust;  is  that  what  you're  asking? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    Yes.    You  are 

17  definitely  advocating  this. 

18  MR.  CHANDLER:    I  guess  I  may  be 

19  advocating  for  the  Trust,  but  I  would  like  to  say 

20  that  I'm  advocating  for  the  preservation  of  this 

21  place,  whether  I  am  a  park  superintendent  of  the 

22  Grand  Canyon  or  the  general  manager  of  the 

23  Presidio.    The  important  thing  is  the  integrity  of 

24  the  place. 

25  And  you  know,  I  would  be  worried  whether 
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1  that  might  be  screwed  up,  whether  it  was  by  the 

2  National  Park  Service  with  inadequate  Congressional 

3  authority  to  do  what  needs  to  be  done  or  if  it  was 

4  done  by  the  Trust.    So  I  may  be  perceived  as  being 

5  an  advocate,  but  I'm  really  trying  to  be  objective 

6  in  pursuing  what  really  needs  to  be  done  to  protect 

7  this  space. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.    I  see 

9  several  hands.     I  really  can't  get  to  them  if  we're 

10  going  to  stay  within  what  we  agreed  to,  so  I  would 

11  propose  that,  perhaps,  if  you  are  able  to  talk  with 

12  Mr.  Chandler  at  the  break  if  he's  willing  to  -- 

13  MR.  CHANDLER:    That  will  be  fine. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    --  extend  over.  And 

15  perhaps  you'll  rag  on  me  at  some  later  time  for  not 

16  extending  this. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:     I'd  like  to  make  a 

18  motion  that  we  do  extend  the  conversation  on  this 

19  topic,  because  we're  here  as  a  board  to  think  about 

20  resolving  issues  and  exploring  them  more.  That's 

21  my  motion. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Not  hearing  a  second 

23  motion,  this  motion  fails. 

24  UNIDENTIFIED  BOARDMEMBER:  Second. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    There  is  a  second? 
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1  All  right,  second.    Discussion  on  that 

2  motion. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Roberta  Blank. 

4  I  would  just  like  to  say  that  I 

5  appreciate  the  board's  desire  to  extend  the 

6  discussion,  but  also  point  out  that  Nancy  Horner  is 

7  here  with  us  tonight  to  talk  about  the  Crissy  Field 

8  plan.    That  will  also  take  some  time,  and  we  will 

9  have  some  discussion  on  that,  so  I  want  to  take 

10  that  into  account. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Rebecca. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    I  have  a  couple  of 

13  comments. 

14  One  is  that  I  can  see  for  myself  I've 

15  taken  absolutely  no  responsibility  at  the  beginning 

16  of  these  meetings  when  it  comes  to  passing  the 

17  agenda,  and  so  at  each  meeting,  we've  run  into  this 

18  grand  project  of  trying  to  meet  the  agenda,  no 

19  matter  how  small  or  how  complicated.    Tonight  is 

20  ridiculous  by  any  means.    And  I  think  we  either 

21  need  to  come  up  with  a  solution  to  making  an  agenda 

22  that  we  can  actually  follow  or  get  rid  of  the 
agenda  altogether. 

dU  We  have  a  lot  of  work  to  get  done,  a  lot 

25  of  work  that  is  directly  our  responsibility  and  a 


1  lot  of  things  we'd  like  to  have  be  our 

2  responsibility,  but  just  our  interest.    I  feel  that 

3  we've  spent  far  more  time  now  on  something  that's 

4  our  interest  and  not  our  responsibility. 

5  It's  going  to  have  a  consequence  to  the 

6  issues  that  we  have  responsibility  for,  and  I 

7  believe  we  say  to  heLl  with  the  agenda  and  not 

8  pretend,  or  we  need  to  keep  the  agenda.    I  don't 

9  know  that  we  need  to  have  a  ticker  that  goes  "ding" 

10  at  the  time  frame.    I  can  appreciate  Doug  had  an 

11  interest  by  putting  times  by  the  topic,  but  this  is 

12  just  getting  out  of  hand. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  discussion? 

14  Okay,  Bob. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Yeah,  I'd  like  to 

16  say  that  the  reason  I  made  my  motion  was  precisely 

17  of  what  Rebecca  just  said,  only  I've  just  reached 

18  the  opposite  conclusion.    I  think  that  a  lot  of 

19  what  we  did  talk  about  tonight  is  very  important 

20  for  everyone.    First  of  all,  just  to  know  as  a 

21  context  of  being  here  on  the  board,  but  there  are 

22  also  important  parts  and  elements  about  the  Trust 

23  legislation  and  its  consequences  that  do  directLy 

24  concern  us.    And  the  issues  that  I  wanted  us  to 

25  talk  about  more  or  to  understand  more  are  the 
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issues  that  the  Trust  and  people  who  come  here 

2  afterwards  --  what  the  tenants  face  in  terms  of 

3  cleanup  liability. 

4  Those  are  real  issues,  real  problems  and 

5  things  we  should  be  concerned  about  when  we  think 

6  about  the  kinds  of  cleanups  that  we're  asking  for. 

7  So  that's  why  I  think  it's  an  important  topic. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  thoughts  on 

9  this  matter?    I  would  like  to  get  to  the  vote  of 

10  this. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Right.     Just  to 

12  respond  to  that. 

13  I  don't  disagree  with  what  Bob's  saying. 

14  I'm  just  saying  that  that's  not  what  was  on  the 

15  agenda.    The  agenda  was  an  overview.    We  have  many 

16  avenues  to  approach  that  kind  of  concern.    One  is 

17  to  schedule  it  for  an  actual  meeting  and  have  it  be 

18  a  topic  of  concern  so  it  can  get  fully  addressed, 

19  but  not  at  the  consequence  of  something  else  that 

20  is  on  the  agenda. 

21  I  feel  the  agenda  states  that  we're  going 

22  to  have  an  overview,  a  quick  presentation,  30 

23  minutes,  and  we've  fulfilled  that.    Now,  we're  off 

24  to  other  subjects,  and  there  are  other  avenues  to 

25  communicate  and  participate  in  other  issues  of  the 
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1  Trust  that  obviously  brings  to  bear. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Besides  the  motion, 

3  are  there  any  other  discussions? 

4  Okay,  Saul. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Saul  Bloom.     I  just 

6  want  to  echo  one  point  about  the  length  of  the 

7  agenda.    I  think  that  it's  --  when  we  walked  into 

8  this  room  and  we  looked  at  the  agenda,  we  all  knew 

9  that  the  Trust  was  going  to  be  a  major  interest  on 

10  the  part  of  the  board  members.    And  I  think  it's  -- 

11  my  frustration  is  not  just  with  this  RAB  but  many 

12  RABS  on  this  issue  with  regard  to  reuse  plans  and 

13  with  the  future  of  the  sites. 

14  It's  not  because  I  don't  think  these 

15  discussions  are  important  or  relevant  as  RAB 

16  members,  but  I  think  that  when  you  jam  so  much 

17  stuff  into  an  agenda,  what  generally  speaking 

18  happens  is  that  the  environmental  component  or 

19  remediation  component  of  this  agenda  gets 

20  short-shrift,  and  I  see  that  happening  consistently 

21  across  a  dozen  RABS  in  this  state. 

22  It's  a  very  frustrating  situation  and  it 

23  goes  to  a  particular  concern  of  mine  with  regard  to 

24  our  shoddy  cleanup  balance.    Sorry  about  that.  But 

25  that's  a  fundamental  issue  to  me,  so  I  think 
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1  that  --  well,  I  would  agree  that  we  should  continue 

2  the  discussion  tonight  because  this  is  a  very 

3  important  issue  of  great  interest  to  RAB  members. 

4  I  would  urge  that  when  we  do  construct  these 

5  agendas  in  the  future  that  we  understand  that  these 

6  issues  will  not  take  25  minutes.    They  will  take  an 

7  hour  or  an  hour  and  a  half,  if  they  are  going  to 

8  get  out  of  here,  and  that  we  should  plan  so  we  can 

9  deal  appropriately  with  the  matters  at  hand  and  as 

10  scheduled. 

11  And  that's  clearly  not  directed  to  the 

12  mediator. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  would  withdraw 

14  the  motion  with  the  idea  that  we  will  put  it  on  the 

15  next  agenda  to  talk  about  liability  issues  and  how 

16  the  cleanup  affects  that. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.    The  motion 

18  is  withdrawn,  and  we'll  put  it  on  the  next  agenda. 

19  So  I  think  with  that,  I'd  like  to  thank 

20  Bob  for  being  here  tonight  and  for  fielding  our 

21  questions. 

22  If  we  could  move  on  to  our  next  item,  the 

23  presentation.    Nancy  Horner  with  the  Park  Service 

24  is  here  tonight  to  discuss  the  Crissy  Field 

25  wetlands  project. 


1  MS.  HORNER:    Thank  you. 

2  Actually,  I'm  here  to  just  give  you  an 

3  overview  of  the  entire  Crissy  Field  plan,  and  the 

4  wetland  is  one  really  important  component  of  it, 

5  and  probably  one  that  is  important  to  this  group. 

6  What  I'm  going  to  do  is  do  a  presentation 

7  of  the  plan  through  a  slide  presentation  that  I 

8  brought  that's  been  humming  in  the  background  all 

9  this  time.    And  it's  actually  a  program  that  was 

10  .  put  together  for  another  presentation.    So  I'm 

11  going  to  go  quickly  through  some  of  the  slides  and 

12  then  dwell  on  others  that  just  give  more 

13  information  what  the  plan  is  all  about.    So  if  I 

14  could  have  the  lights  turned  down. 

15  This  is  a  landscape  painting  from  around 

16  the  turn  of  the  century  that  shows  on  the  left, 

17  away  from  the  foreground,  Crissy  Field  at  a  time 

18  when  there  was  a  marsh  and  very  little  development. 

19  That  didn't  last  very  long  because  of  the 

20  preparation  for  the  Panama  Pacific  Exposition. 

21  There  began  to  be  a  dredging  of  offshore  filling  of 

22  the  site.    And  it  was  completely  filled  by  about 

23  1915. 

24  And  after  the  Panama  Pacific  Exposition, 

25  it  began  a  very  lively  period  of  ancestry  as  a 
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1  grassy  airfield  and  a  really  important  time  in 

2  military  aviation  history. 

3  This  slide  shows  the  overlap.    The  blue 
area  shows  the  extent  of  a  historic  marsh  which  is 

5  over  130  acres  extending  all  the  way  to  Filmore 

6  Street.    And  the  red  color  shows  the  extent  of  a 

7  historic  period  of  the  airfield  overlaid  on  top  of 

8  that. 

9  This  slide  gives  us  an  idea  of  the  scale 

10  of  the  site  that  we're  working  with.    And  the 

11  entire  Crissy  Field  area  as  perceived  is  about  150 

12  acres,  extending  from  Doyle  Drive,  which  is  the 

13  main  east/west  roadway  system  shown  on  this  slide. 

14  The  area  that  we're  working  with  is  only 

15  100  acres  of  this  site  that  extends  from  Mason 

16  Street,  which  is  the  main  thoroughfare  through  the 

17  site  connecting  with  Marina  Boulevard  and  extending 

18  from  the  Fort  Point  Torpedo  Wharf  to  the  west,  all 

19  the  way  to  Lyon  Street  or  the  eastern  Presidio 

20  boundary  on  the  beach. 

21  This  is  a  really  popular  site  today,  and 

22  there  are  a  lot  of  features  of  the  site  that  bring 

23  people  to  it  --  great  views  of  the  city  and  the 

24  Bay.    It's  a  really  popular  place  to  go  to  the 

25  beach.    We  get  a  lot  of  people  on  the  jogging 
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1  trail.    And  you  can  see,  it's  the  setting  that 

2  really  brings  people  to  this  site,  and  especially 

3  the  view  and  what  can  be  enjoyed  from  the  site. 

4  It  really  comes  alive  with  board  sailors 

5  during  the  six  to  seven  months  in  the  year  when  the 

6  winds  are  strong,  and  it's  a  site  where  we  do 

7  educational  programs,  and  also  volunteer 

8  restoration  activities. 

9  But  if  you  take  a  closer  look  at  Crissy 

10  Field,  you'll  find  that  there  is  a  lot  of  asphalt 

11  in  a  lot  of  areas  that  are  really  not  usable  to  the 

12  public  today.    There  are  about  70  acres  of  asphalt. 

13  There  are  a  lot  of  surfaces  that  receive  a  lot  of 

14  high  use  but  they  are  not  really  in  good  condition. 

15  About  30  acres  of  the  site  are  off  limits  to  the 

16  public  behind  fences.    About  half  the  shoreline  is 

17  covered  by  rubble,  and  much  of  that  rubble  does  not 

18  have  a  function. 

19  The  promenade  halfway  at  the  east  end  is 

20  pushed  up  close  to  the  shoreline  where  it  gets 

21  overwashed  by  the  storm  waves  and  is  often  covered 

22  by  sand.    So  if  you  take  this  slide  and  just  kind 

23  of  cover  up  the  bottom  half  of  it  and  look  out,  you 

24  see  the  views  and  things  that  attract  people  to  the 

25  site.    But  if  you  cover  up  the  top  part  of  the 
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1  slide  and  just  look  at  what's  there,  actually  just 

2  under  your  feet  when  you're  on  the  site,  I  think 

3  that's  what's  really  motivating  and  going  forward 

4  with  a  lot  of  changes  on  the  site  today. 

5  The  plan  that  we  present  to  you  tonight 

6  is  derived  from  the  general  management  plan 

7  amendment  for  the  Presidio  which  looked  at  the 

8  450-acre  site  of  Crissy  Field  that  laid  out  a  very 

9  specific  program,  including  the  major  elements  that 

10  I'll  talk  about  tonight.    So  this  was  the  starting 

11  point  of  the  program  that  was  already  approved  in 

12  the  general  management  plan. 

13  And  from  that  starting  point,  we  had  a 

14  lot  of  public  involvement  and  workshops  and  large 

15  meetings  and  small  meetings,  meeting  with  community 

16  groups,  neighborhood  groups  and  others  to  identify 

17  the  issues  and  alternatives  that  should  be  explored 

18  through  the  plan  and  environmental  document  for 

19  that  plan. 

20  This  is  an  overview  of  the  plan  that  I'll 

21  be  presenting.    This  is  a  shot,  an  illustration 

22  taken  from  an  overlook  along  Lincoln  Street  at  the 
west  end  of  the  site.    And  this  is  an  overview  of 
the  plan.     It's  a  slide  of  the  plan  that's  behind 

25  you  on  the  wall  over  there,  and  it  shows  that  there 


1  really  are  four  major  areas  that  work  together  in 

2  this  plan.    The  east  beach  area  at  the  east  end, 

3  the  20-acre  tidal  marsh  in  the  center,  and  to  the 

4  left  of  that,  that's  sort  of  an  oval  shape,  is  the 

5  historic  airfield.    And  furthest  portion  of  the 

6  site  is  the  West  Bluff  area  connecting  the  parking. 

7  There  are  two  features  that  really  tie 

8  the  site  together  along  its  entire  length,  and  one 

9  is  the  promenade.    This  shows  the  promenade  today 

10  in  one  of  the  areas  that  works  really  well,  and 

11  this  is  a  shot  of  the  promenade  at  the  east  end 

12  where  it's  not  working  very  well  at  all. 

13  The  proposal  is  to  improve  the  promenade 

14  surface  so  that  it's  uniform  with  the  surface  and 

15  uniform  throughout  the  site,  and  it's  a  safe  and 

16  inviting  surface  that  pulls  it  away  from  the  couple 

17  of  areas  where  it's  too  close  to  the  shore  and  gets 

18  it  behind  some  protective  dunes  that  would  be 

19  restored  on  the  site. 

20  Seating  and  places  to  view  from  are 

21  provided  along  the  promenade.    It  would  be  a 

22  multi-use  trail  with  a  hard-packed  surface  of 

23  stabilized  crushed  aggregate  or  crushed  oyster 

24  shell  that  would  be  wheelchair  accessible.  It 

25  would  provide  pathways  from  the  promenade  to  the 
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1  beach  connecting  through  the  dunes  on  the 

2  boardwalks  or  to  other  pathways.    It  would  include 

3  in  the  areas  where  we  pick  up  additional  space 

4  along  the  site. 

5  Restored  dunes.    This  is  a  shot  of  some 

6  really  healthy  looking  dunes  at  Crissy  Field  and  a 

7  close-up  of  some  of  that  dune  vegetation.  So 

8  looking  west  from  the  east  portion  of  the  site 

9  today,  that  view  would  be  changed  by  cleaning  it  up 

10  and  providing  restored  dunes  in  the  safe,  uniform 

11  surface  promenade  along  the  entire  length.    And  it 

12  would  also  --  the  dune  restoration  is  a  place  where 

13  we  would  continue  to  provide  for  community 

14  involvement  and  restoration  activities,  and 

15  educational  activities  that  would  involve  a  lot  of 

16  community  volunteers,  including  school  students 

17  from  the  San  Francisco  area. 

18  This  slide  shows  the  entrance  as  it 

19  looks  --  pretty  much  as  it  looks  today.  That 

20  entrance  would  be  changed  somewhat  with  the 

21  provision  of  a  similar  gateway  reminiscent  of  other 

22  Presidio  gateways,  and  a  small  grove  of  cypress 

23  trees  that  also  are  consistent  with  other  Presidio 

24  gateways  framing  the  site. 

25  Mason  Street  from  the  east  to  the  west  is 
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1  currently  about  51  feet  wide.    It  would  be  narrowed 

2  by  restriping  and  providing  some  separation  so  it 

3  provides  park  standard  with  roadway  for  automobiles 

4  which  would  be  two,  12-foot  wide  lanes.    And  the 

5  remaining  space  would  be  restriped  to  provide  a 

6  pedestrian  pathway  and  a  separated  bike  path  along 

7  Mason  Street.    And  this  plan  view  shows  that 

8  overview  of  the  entrance  on  Grove  and  also  gives  an 

9  idea  of  the  treatment  at  the  east  beach. 

10  The  gray  stripe  along  the  north  edge  of 

11  the  site  shows  the  promenade,  and  behind  that, 

12  vegetated  strip  and  behind  that,  paved  parking  for 

13  about  120  cars.    The  green  space  immediately  to  the 

14  south  of  that  is  open  space  that  is  also  to  provide 

15  parking.    So  there  is  a  total  of  400  cars  worth  of 

16  oversized  parking  spaces  in  this  east  beach  area, 

17  and  that  would  accommodate  the  daily  use  that  we 

18  have  there  throughout  most  of  the  year  on  the 

19  surface  parking. 

20  The  grass  parking  provides  for  the  surge 

21  of  activities  that  we  get  on  really  popular  days 

22  which  happen  mostly  when  there's  great  wind  and  a 

23  lot  of  board  sailors  coming  out.    So  the  surface  is 

24  flexible.     It  provides  recreational -type  space  when 

25  it's  not  used  for  parking,  and  it's  a  really  great 
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1  surface  for  board  sailors  to  rig  on.    And  when  it's 

2  not  used  as  parking,  it  doesn't  look  like  a  giant 

3  empty  parking  lot.    So  there  are  a  lot  of 

4  advantages  to  it. 

5  And  those  brown  shapes  to  the  left  of  the 

6  slide  are  dune- 1  ike  burners  that  would  have 

7  dune-scrub  vegetation  on  them.    They  would  be 

8  dune-like  in  dimension  as  well,  and  they  provide 

9  some  separation  between  Mason  Street  and  the 

10  parking  lot  and  some  wind  shelter,  and  some  visual 

11  screening  for  the  parked  cars. 

12  So  this  site  shows  the  east  beach  site 

13  when  it's  full  of  board  sailors.    This  is  where 

14  board  sai lors  come  to  park  today.    As  you  can  see, 

15  there  are  a  lot  of  problems  with  this  facility. 

16  This  shows  some  board  sailors  actually  bringing 

17  their  own  grass  to  rig  on,  like  carpeting  or  astro 

18  turf,  because  the  site  here  is  really  rough. 

19  This  is  an  illustration  looking  from  the 

20  east  beach  site  showing  how  the  parking  would  be 

21  provided,  and  could  spill  over  onto  the  grass 

22  surface,  and  the  grass  would  provide  for  board 

23  sailing  rigging  as  well. 

24  At  the  very  east  entrance,  the  waving 

25  green  lines  there  would  show  where  we  would  need  to 


1  retain  for  shore  protection.    It's  only  really 

2  needed  for  about  300  feet  extending  from  the  east 

3  edge  of  the  site  and  for  that  remainder  of  that 

4  beach,  rubble  can  be  removed  because  it's  really 

5  not  functional.     It  just  prohibits  really  good  use 

6  of  the  beach,  and  it  really  prevents  not  only 

7  access  from  occurring  but  a  formation  of  dunes. 

8  So  removal  of  the  rubble  on  this  east  end 

9  and  providing  space  there  on  the  shoreline,  we'll 

10  be  able  to  restore  dune  and  have  some  natural  dune 

11  development  there.    That's  what  the  site  looks  like 

12  today  looking  back  towards  the  St.  Francis  Yacht 

13  Club.    And  this  shows  the  terraced  shore  protection 

14  that  would  replace  the  rubble  that's  not  really 

15  functioning  very  well  along  this  edge,  and  then  the 

16  cleaned  up  expanded  sandy  beach. 

17  This  is  an  1870  map  showing  the  extent  of 

18  the  historic  marsh.    It  was  a  large  type  of  marsh 

19  that  extended  to  about  Filmore  Street.    And  this 

20  shows  the  concept  for  restoring  a  remnant  of  that 

21  marsh  on  Crissy  Field.    This  is  a  20-acre  site  here 

22  and  it  restores  a  tidal  marsh  that  has  a  natural 

23  opening  to  the  Bay  that  allows  flushing  on  each 

24  tidal  cycle.    And  there  is  also  a  connection  to  the 

25  Tennessee  Hollow  area,  which  is  the  only  year-round 
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1  flow  that  we  have  in  this  area  of  the  Presidio. 

2  This  is  a  feature  that  would  provide 

3  educational  aesthetic  values  as  well  as  having 
ecological  merit  on  its  own  and  has  a  very 

5  welcoming  site  that  acknowledges  that  there  is 

6  going  to  be  a  lot  of  high  people-use  on  that  site 

7  because  it  directs  that  use  to  areas  that  provide 

8  overlooks  and  access,  boardwalks  and  areas  where 

9  people  can  really  get  close  and  be  in  the  marsh 

10  without  really  being  disturbing  to  it. 

11  There  are  a  lot  of  educational 

12  opportunities  here,  and  this  location  in 

13  San  Francisco  is  pretty  unique.    There  really 

14  aren't  marshes  nearby  where  school  groups  can  take 

15  advantage  of,  and  where  we  can  actually  have 

16  community  involvement  to  a  great  extent  and  some  of 

17  the  restoration  and  revegetation  activities  as  well 

18  as  a  monitoring  of  the  evolution  of  the  marsh  over 

19  time. 

20  And  the  evolution  is  an  important  concept 

21  of  the  creation  here,  because  it's  created  as  a 

22  template  that  would  allow,  instead  of  having  highly 

23  engineered  guess  work,  at  what  a  mature  marsh  would 

24  look  like  and  create  that.    At  an  outset,  it 

25  provides  a  grading  for  the  marsh  to  evolve  over 
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1  time  through  natural  processes  of  sedimentation  and 

2  channel  maturing,  and  that's  something  else  that 

3  the  community  can  be  involved  in  monitoring  over 

4  time. 

5  So  this  is  what  the  site  looks  like  today 

6  where  the  marsh  will  be  created.    And  in  the 

7  future,  this  is  an  illustration  looking  out  across 

8  the  marsh  from  the  boardwalk  showing  some  of  the 

9  marsh  vegetation  which  would  go  from  corn  grass  and 

10  pickle  weed  in  the  inner  tidal  areas  to  upland 

11  marsh  vegetation.    And  a  couple  of  important  things 

12  about  this  feature  are  that  it  uses  barrier 

13  vegetation,  the  dune  scrub  and  scrub  vegetation,  as 

14  well  as  barrier  fencing  hidden  within  that 

15  vegetation  to  keep  pets  and  the  people  out  of  the 

16  areas  where  they're  really  not  supposed  to  be  and 

17  direct  people  onto  portions  of  the  site  that  are 

18  designed  to  accommodate  their  type  of  use. 

19  Here  are  some  examples  taken  from  similar 

20  marshes  in  the  area  showing  vegetation  and  the 

21  channels. 

22  Wildlife.    This  will  --  even  though  it 

23  will  not  have  a  kind  of  wildlife  diversity  that  you 

24  expect  larger  sites  that  are  very  remote  and 

25  connection  to  a  lot  of  upland,  it  will  be  important 
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1  for  wildlife,  and  we  expect  to  see  a  lot  of 

2  wildlife  activity  on  the  side. 

3  This  is  an  example  of  the  upland 

4  vegetation  that  would  transition  from  the  marsh  to 

5  the  areas  surrounding  it.    This  is  another  place 

6  where  we  expect  to  have  a  lot  of  interesting 

7  continued  educational  activity  at  Crissy  Field 

8  directly  involved  in  the  marsh. 

9  So  this  is  another  view  of  the  site 

10  today,  and  what  it  might  look  like  in  the  future 

11  from  that  overlook  on  the  south  edge  of  the  marsh, 

12  looking  out  across  the  marsh  vegetation.    And  this 

13  is  the  marsh  in  Corte  Madera  that  is  similar  in 

14  scale. 

15  Moving  into  the  west,  this  slide  shows 

16  the  historic  airfield  during  it's  historic  heyday, 

17  which  was  same  time  Amelia  Earhart  and  Charles 

18  Lindberg  were  flying  their  famous  flights.    A  lot 

19  of  aviation  records  were  made  here  at  the  site. 

20  And  this  is  the  same  location  and  same  dimensions 

21  and  reconfigurations  that  we  would  be  restoring  in 

22  our  plan. 

Some  really  great  features  of  it  are  that 

6k  during  the  1920s  period  it  was  a  grassy  surface  and 

25  we  would  be  restoring  this  grassy  surface,  and  that 


1  would  not  only  help  us  to  tell  the  story  about  the 

2  important  part  of  the  history  of  the  airfield,  but 

3  also  provide  a  place  that  can  accommodate  a  lot  of 

4  recreation  use,  including  small  to  moderate- si  zed 

5  events. 

6  The  restored  airfield  is  about  20  acres 

7  in  size  and  that's  about  three  times  the  size  of 

8  Marina  Green,  to  give  you  an  idea  of  the  scale 

9  here.    This  is  what  part  of  the  site  looks  like  -- 

10  not  today,  anymore,  because  a  lot  of  building 

11  demolition  has  occurred  this  past  fall,  so  the 

12  parking  area  and  buildings  behind  it  are  not  there 

13  anymore.    But  this  is  what  the  site  will  look  like 

14  in  the  future  looking  across  the  grassy  airfield 

15  toward  the  Coast  Guard  station.    And  this  shows  a 

16  site  that  has  more  activity,  like  you  might  see 

17  during  a  small  festival. 

18  This  slide  shows  the  east  edge  of  the 

19  airfield  looking  out  across  the  marsh,  and  this 

20  shows  how  those  two  features  would  be  integrating 

21  at  the  edge  of  the  marsh  --  I'm  sorry  --  the  edge 

22  of  the  airfield  would  have  a  slightly  different 

23  treatment  to  emphasize  that  earlier  configuration 

24  during  the  Panama  Pacific  Exhibition  when  it  was 

25  used  as  a  car  raceway.    And  the  larger  area  to  the 
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1  right  of  the  slide  is  a  transition  from  that 

2  overlook  at  the  east  edge  of  the  airfield  onto  what 

3  would  be  the  vessel  way  that  would  have  electrical 

4  service  built  into  it  to  accommodate  small  vessels. 

5  And  the  last  part  of  the  site  is  the  West 

6  Bluff  area,  and,  again,  these  buildings  in  the 

7  foreground,  like  shed  buildings,  recently  have  been 

8  torn  down  leaving  the  site  very  open.    This  is  a 

9  wind-sheltered  part  of  Crissy  Field.    We  would  be 

10  utilizing  material  excavated  from  the  wetlands, 

11  which  is  about  a  quarter  million  cubic  yards. 

12  Actually,  we  would  be  using  it  throughout  the  site. 

13  It  would  be  used  to  restore  the  surface  of  the 

14  historic  airfield.    It  would  be  used  to  create  the 

15  dune-like  shapes  along  Mason  Street,  and  it  would 

16  be  used  to  create  this  land  form  here  at  the  Uest 

17  Bluff  area  that  would  be  a  group  picnic  facility. 

18  It  would  take  advantage  of  the  wind-sheltered  area 

19  and  also  provide  about  160  parking  spaces  tucked 

20  behind  it. 

21  So  this  gives  an  idea  of  the  elevation. 

22  It  would  be  about  ten  feet  high  off  the  level  of 

23  the  promenade  from  what  the  promenade  is  today. 

24  And  it  would  be  tilted  orienting  the  views  two 

25  directions. 
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1  We  just  came  out  with  an  environmental 

2  assessment  on  July  1st,  and  the  environmental 

3  assessment  looks  at  --  I  just  walked  you  through 

4  our  proposal.    This  is  another  alternative  that 

5  would  include  a  dune  in  the  central  portion  of  the 

6  site,  and  this  is  a  close-up  of  showing  how  that 

7  dune  would  work. 

8  If  we  take  the  same  central  portion  of 

9  the  site  so  it  would  be  about  20  acres,  it  would  be 

10  stabilized  dune  forms  because  behind  that  promenade 

11  there  is  really  not  enough  active  wind  blowing  to 

12  create  moving  dynamic  dune  like  you  see  on  the 

13  beach.    It  would  be  an  area,  again,  that  would  have 

14  public  access  defined  on  pathways  or  boardwalks 

15  through  the  site  connecting  from  the  north  to  the 

16  south. 

17  So  in  conclusion,  this  is  a  plan  that 

18  provides  several  areas  that  are  very  different  in 

19  character  that  flow  from  one  to  another.    They  all 

20  invite  people  to  the  site  in  various  ways  to  enjoy 

21  the  features  that  would  be  created,  and  there  are 

22  changes  that  are  in  one  sense  dramatic,  and  in 

23  another  sense,  they  really  capture  and  keep  the 

24  feeling  of  character  of  what  people  like  about 

25  Crissy  Field  today. 
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1  And  if  you  have  any  questions,  you  can  go 

2  ahead  and  ask  them. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Peter. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I'm  not  an  engineer 

5  by  trade,  and  I've  taken  a  look  at  your  plan.  As 

6  far  as  the  ingress  and  egress  of  the  tidewaters  in 

7  and  out  of  the  marsh,  is  this  going  to  be 

8  engineered  so  that  you  don't  have  a  secretion  of 

9  sand  salient  that,  in  essence,  provide  for  a  wharf? 

10  MS.  HORNER:    The  maintaining  of  the 

11  natural  opening  was  probably  the  most  looked  at 

12  component  of  the  concept  of  having  a  marsh.    It  was 

13  a  subject  of  very  extensive  feasibility,  a  study 

14  that  looked  at  a  couple  different  sizes  of  tidal  as 

15  well  as  the  freshwater  wetland.    That  was  done  by 

16  Dames  &  Moore  in  1995,  and  that  report  concluded 

17  that  creation  of  a  tidal  wetland  was  feasible,  and 

18  it  estimated  the  minimal  size  of  30  acres  to 

19  maintain  a  perpetually  open  channel. 

20  And  the  way  that  the  channel  is 

21  maintained  opened  is  by  the  scouring  action  of  the 

22  forcing  side.    So  subsequent  to  that  report,  an 

23  additional  study  was  done  by  Phillip  Williams  and 

24  Associates,  who  were  part  of  the  team  that  worked 

25  on  the  Dames  &  Moore  study  and  really  looked  in 


1  more  detail  at  sedimentation  rates  at  the  St. 

2  Francis  Yacht  Club,  and  how  to  work  within  the 

3  constraints  of  the  site  where  we  realLy  only  could 

4  squeeze  in  a  20-acre  marsh,  and  to  determine 

5  whether  that  was  something  we  should  proceed  with 

6  at  this  time  and  looked  at  the  same  issue  of 

7  maintaining  that  open  channel. 

8  So,  the  big  issue  is  the  tidal  prism  or 

9  the  volume  of  water  going  in  and  out  on  the  tidal 

10  cycle.    And  initially  there  was  a  large  tidal 

11  prism,  but  over  time,  through  natural  processes  of 

12  sedimentation,  that  tidal  prism  would  be  reduced  in 

13  size.    It  would  retain  a  tidal  prism  large  enough 

14  to  maintain  that  open  channel  on  its  own  just  by 

15  the  volume  of  water  going  in  and  out  through  30  to 

16  50  years. 

17  And  within  that  time,  we  would  hope  that 

18  we  would  expand  the  marsh  to  the  south  of  Mason 

19  Street  in  the  general  management  plan  as  it's 

20  shown.    By  adding  another  10  acres  to  the  site,  it 

21  would  also  be  large  enough  to  sustain  itself.  And 

22  if  that  hasn't  happened  in  30  to  50  years,  what  we 

23  would  see  is  --  we'd  start  to  see  closure  of  the 

24  channel  opening,  and  we  need  to  get  in.    And  if  it 

25  didn't  open  itself  in  about  a  week  to  10  days,  then 
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1  we  would  be  looking  at  doing  a  couple  hours  of 

2  working  the  back  to  open  that  up. 

3  And  if  that  became  frequent  enough  that 
it  was  becoming  a  maintenance  headache,  then  what 

5  we  would  have  to  do  is  replace  that  natural  opening 

6  with  another,  a  culvert  that  would  have  more 

7  efficient  scouring  action.    So  we've  looked  a  lot 

8  at  that  issue,  and  we  feel  that  we've  got  a  really 

9  good  handle  on  it.     It  would  maintain  itself  open 

10  for  quite  a  long  time,  and  it's  likely  that  within 

11  that  time,  the  marshes  would  be  able  to  expand. 

12  And  I  think  that  30-to-50  year  scenario  is  very 

13  conservative. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Arlene. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  GEMHIL:     Isn't  the  channel 

16  going  to  impede  people  on  the  beach?    How  are  they 

17  going  to  get  along  that  channel  when  they're  along 

18  the  beach? 

19  MS.  HORNER:    Well,  the  channel  depth  will 

20  vary  depending  on  the  tidal  cycles,  so  at  lower 

21  tides  it  will  be  very  weightable.    At  higher  tides, 

22  people  will  have  to  come  up  on  the  promenade  and 

23  walk  around  it,  like  they  do  today  when  they 

24  encounter  rubble  on  the  beach,  and  there  will  be 

25  much  more  open  beach. 
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1  If  it's  a  higher  tide  and  they  don't  want 

2  to  get  their  feet  wet,  they'll  come  up  to  the 

3  promenade.    We'll  have  it  designed  very 

4  conveniently  so  people  don't  get  inticed  to  cross 

5  it.    The  velocities  coming  through  there  won't  be 

6  very  strong,  and  I  think  they'll  have  to  look  at 

7  the  signs. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Yes,  Jill. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  STONER:     Was  someone  before 

10  me?    I'm  Jill  Stoner. 

11  What  will  be  derived  from  the  option  one, 

12  the  tidal  alternative  versus  the  dune  alternative 

13  that's  in  the  plan? 

14  MS.  HORNER:    Well,  our  proposal  is  to 

15  build  the  marsh  alternative,  and  as  we  explored 

16  other  alternatives  --  we  explored  a  whole  range  of 

17  alternatives  that  were  considered  but  rejected  for 

18  various  reasons. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  STONER:    So  the  dune 

20  alternative  is  just  to  show  that  you've  covered 

21  other  options,  but  there's  no  group  or  interest  in 

22  that  over  the  tidal  marsh? 

23  MS.  HORNER:    There  is  a  lot  of  support 

24  for  tidal  marsh,  but  there  is  also  some  opposition 

25  out  there. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  STONER:    From  who? 

2  MS.  HORNER:    I  think  it's  from  a  variety 

3  of  people.    I  think  what  we  initially  heard  was 

4  from  --  probably  most  strongly  heard  was  from  dog 

5  walkers  that  were  concerned  that  with  changes  on 

6  the  site,  they  will  no  longer  be  welcome  there.  So 

7  we've  tried  very  hard  to  design  the  marsh  so  that 

8  it's  very  dogproof  and  incorporate  areas  where  dogs 

9  are  very  welcome  throughout  the  site.    So  there  is 

10  actually  a  pretty  substantial  increase  in  the 

11  amount  of  space  where  dogs  are  welcome  off  leash 

12  under  the  site. 

13  They  are  not  welcome  on  the  marsh,  but  I 

14  think  we've  been  very  convincing  to  most  people 

15  that  through  the  design,  we  have  eliminated  a  lot 

16  of  conflict  that  they  were  concerned  about. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Scott,  and  then  I  saw 

18  someone  from  the  public. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    You  said  the  marsh 

20  will  develop  over  time  through  a  grading  process, 

21  and  I  was  just  wondering  what  it  would  look  like 

22  early  on,  and  how  long  it  would  take  to  develop 
'  fully. 

<d4  And  secondly,  you  mentioned  it  was  going 

25  to  be  connected  to  or  it  may  be  connected  to 


1  Tennessee  Hollow.    Could  you  just  comment  on  that 

2  as  well? 

3  MS.  HORNER:    Okay.    Well,  initially, 

4  there  will  be  larger  areas  of  open  water  and 

5  smaller  areas  of  vegetation,  and  as  natural 

6  sedimentation  occurs  over  time,  there  will  be 

7  larger  areas  of  marsh  plain  and  smaller  areas  of 

8  open  water.    So  it  will  evolve  --  actually,  it  will 

9  look  very  similar,  although  on  a  smaller  scale,  to 

10  what  it  historically  looked  like. 

11  And  the  connection  to  Tennessee  Hollow. 

12  Tennessee  Hollow,  the  area  where  there  are  three 

13  discharges  that  come  down.    A  cooling  spring  is  the 

14  central  one,  and  they  dump  into  the  Bay  right  now 

15  through  that  big  culvert  that  forms  a  point  at  the 

16  beach  just  at  the  west  edge  of  where  the  board 

17  sailors  like  to  launch  from  the  beach. 

18  So  the  proposal  is  to  connect  that 

19  culvert  to  intercept  it  so  it  discharges  into  the 

20  marsh  and  provides  some  fresh  water  component  that 

21  would  be  there  year  round  and  that  would  eliminate 

22  the  need  to  have  that  culvert  discharging  into  the 

23  Bay.    So  that  culvert  would  be  replaced  with 

24  something  of  similar  dimension  that  maintains  that 

25  configuration  of  the  beach. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN :  Yes. 

2  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    I  have  two  questions. 

3  Number  one,  on  the  marsh  --  I  was  at  most 

4  of  the  meetings  or  almost  all  of  them  concerning 

5  what  the  neighbors,  and  what  the  public,  and  what 

6  the  different  groups  wanted,  and  there  were  four 

7  choices.    And  the  choice  that  everybody  made  was 

8  the  one  that's  slightly  smaller  than  this.  I'd 

9  like  to  know  why  they  are  choosing  the  larger  of 

10  the  two. 

11  And  the  other  issue  is,  I  want  to  put  on 

12  public  record  that  the  EA  is  efficient  because  it 

13  did  not  take  the  liquefaction  problem  of  Letterman 

14  Lair  into  consideration.    And  about  four  or  five 

15  years  ago,  there  was  some  pipe  leaks  out  of  the 

16  lair  and  the  groundwater  that  goes  underneath 

17  there,  all  the  way  up  to  Lombard  Street  and  back, 

18  on  a  daily  basis  has  been  contaminated  off  and  on 

19  for  years.    And  there  have  been  no  studies  to  do  it 

20  and  how  it  will  affect  Crissy  Field. 

21  Therefore,  the  environmental  evaluation, 

22  at  this  time,  is  not  up  to  stage.    And  I  seriously 

23  advise  this  board  to  have  a  study  of  the 

24  groundwater  under  and  around  Letterman  Lair  and  its 

25  effects  on  Crissy  Field  for  a  long-term  issue. 


78 


TinyTran 


1  Otherwise,  we  are  going  to  be  in  trouble  down  the 

2  line.    As  I  remember,  some  chromium  and  silver  was 

3  detected  in  it  almost  a  year  ago  across  on  the  city 

4  side. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Can  you  respond  to 

6  that? 

7  MS.  HORNER:    Well,  there  was  a  question 

8  there.    Why  did  we  go  to  a  larger  wetland  than  what 

9  was  chosen? 

10  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    Well,  the  group  at  the 

11  last  meeting,  had  reached  --  (inaudible)  --  that 

12  there  was  one  that  was  a  slightly  smaller  version 

13  of  it. 

14  MS.  HORNER:     Right.     I  think  we  had  a 

15  workshop  a  little  over  a  year  ago,  and  we  looked  at 

16  several  alternatives  that  we  created  the  workshop 

17  around,  and  it's  true  that  this  marsh  is  larger 

18  than  the  largest  marsh  alternative  that  we  looked 

19  at  at  that  time  and  really  what  we  tried  to  do  as 

20  we  redefine  this  plan  which  is  what,  I  think,  we 

21  heard  very  strongly  at  that  workshop,  and 

22  subsequent  to  that,  is  that  we  should  get  as  large 

23  a  marsh  as  possible  into  this  phase  of  the  plan 

24  that  would  increase  its  long-term  sustainabi lity. 

25  And  so  we  were  able  to  do  that  by  making  some  minor 
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1  modifications  in  the  plan.    And  we  were  able  to 

2  move  parking  at  the  east  end  slightly  to  the  east 

3  and  make  some  other  modifications  so  we  could  get  a 

4  larger,  more  long-term  functioning  marsh  out  of  the 

5  site  that  we  have  today. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    With  respect  to  her 

7  second  comment,  I  think  we'll  have  to  put  some 

8  boardmembers  with  you  and,  perhaps,  discuss  it 

9  another  time. 

10  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    It  was  not  in  the 

11  master  plan,  either.    It  was  ignored  by  public 

12  comment. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  there  any  other 

14  questions  or  comments? 

15  Okay,  Bruce. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    It  seems  that  the 

17  parking  has  been  concentrated  on  the  east  end  of 

18  this  plan,  and  at  present,  there  is  parking  or  car 

19  access  all  the  way  along  the  area.    I'm  concerned 

20  that  the  attempt  to  concentrate  the  parking  really 

21  will  take  away  some  of  the  accessibility  at  the 

22  western  end  of  the  complex. 

23  Do  you  have  any  parking  plans  at  the 

24  other  end? 

25  MS.  HORNER:    At  the  very  west  end  along 


1  the  edge  of  that  West  Bluff  area  is  a  new  parking 

2  lot  that  would  accommodate  160  cars.    There  still 

3  is  parking  within  that  Coast  Guard  complex,  which 

4  we're  not  changing  at  all,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  -- 

5  there  is  quite  a  lot  of  parking  along  south  of 

6  Mason  which  would  still  be  available  to  support  the 

7  site,  but  what  we're  doing  in  this  plan  --  this  is 

8  enough  parking  to  have  on  the  prime  waterfront 

9  area,  and  we  want  really  to  minimize  that  so  we  can 

10  take  advantage  of  having  that  open  space  for  more 

11  important  values  other  than  parking. 

12  And  there  is  a  lot  of  parking  north  of 

13  Mason  Street  to  accommodate  the  kinds  of  issues  we 

14  see  there  --  not  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  but  at  the 

15  east  end  with  the  grass  parking  that  can 

16  accommodate  the  surges  that  we  see  with  people 

17  mainly  associated  with  board  sailing.    We  feel  that 

18  there  is  enough  parking  there. 

19  And  if  you  look  at  the  area,  I  did 

20  mention  that  in  that  space  south  of  Mason  just  to 

21  the  west  of  the  warehouse  buildings  in  this  huge 

22  area,  we  would  also  be  adding  a  100-car  paved  lot 

23  in  that  area,  and  that  would  also  accommodate  some 

24  overflow  demand  from  between  under  Doyle  Drive  and 

25  Mason  Street.    The  area  just  south  of  what  we're 
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1  planning,  there  are  an  additional  600  spaces  today. 

2  So  we  feel  that  there  is  quite  a  lot  of 

3  parking.    In  fact,  there  is  a  surplus  of  parking 
over  what  we've  identified  as  the  need  for  the  year 

5  2010  with  full  build-out  in  this  area  and  full 

6  occupation  of  all  the  buildings.    So  we  just  don't 

7  think  anybody  needs  to  lose  sleep  over  parking. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Howard,  did  you  have  a 

9  comment? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:  No. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments? 

12  Okay,  Mark. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Could  you  explain 

14  the  future  land  use  of  the  commissary  building,  and 

15  state  why  it  was  not  included  in  this  plan? 

16  MS.  HORNER:    The  general  management  plan 

17  does  identify  the  potential  future  removal  of  the 

18  commissary,  but  right  now  it's  under  a  contract,  a 

19  six-year  contract  with  the  Army  to  continue  using 

20  it.    And  so  there  are  also  some  uncertainties 

21  associated  with  the  reconstruction  of  Doyle  Drive 

22  and  the  future  use  of  the  commissary,  so  there  are 

23  a  lot  of  reasons  to  stick  to  that  area  north  of 

24  Mason  Street  and  a  lot  of  uncertainties  about  the 

25  commissary  as  well. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  the  commissary 

2  could  stay  there  permanently? 

3  MS.  HORNER:    The  general  management  plan 

4  does  call  for  its  eventual  removal. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     I  have  three  short 

6  questions.    I  think  you  mentioned  the  Dames  &  Moore 

7  study  of  the  marsh.    Was  that  the  study  that  looked 

8  at  whether  there  would  be  an  impact  on  the  harbor 

9  from  drifting  sand  if  you  took  away  all  this  rubble 

10  on  Crissy  Field?    Was  that  the  study? 

11  MS.  HORNER:     It  was  looked  at  briefly  in 

12  that  plan.    That  was  looked  at  in  more  detail  with 

13  the  plan  with  Phillip  Williams  and  Associates, 

14  which  is  dated  June  1996. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    And  we  can  look  at 

16  that  copy  then? 

17  MS.  HORNER:  Yes. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    And  my  second 

19  question  is  the  fact  that  your  current  plan,  your 

20  environmental  assessment  for  Chrissy  looks  at  north 

21  of  Mason  while  a  hundred  acres  versus  the  150  you 

22  were  looking  at  the  GMPA.    Does  that,  in  any  way, 

23  invalidate  your  EIS  for  the  GMPA  because  you're  not 

24  looking  at  the  same  amount  when  you  changed  the 

25  borders? 
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1  MS.  HORNER:    No,  it  doesn't.    One  thing 

2  is  that  --  what  we're  tearing  off  of  the  approved 

3  general  management  plan  for  the  Presidio  and  the 

4  EIS,  that  was  done  along  with  that  GMPA.    So  in 

5  taking  any  piece  of  that  general  management  plan 

6  amendment  and  saying  we're  going  forward  with 

7  implementation  of  that,  the  important  thing  to  do 

8  is  look  at  consistency  with  the  general  management 

9  plan  and  the  information  that  was  in  the 

10  environmental  impact  statement,  and  also  be  sure 

11  that  we're  not  precluding  the  future  implementation 

12  of  that  whole  Crissy  Field  concept  area. 

13  And  we  did  a  lot  of  looking  at  that,  and 

14  there  is  nothing  that  we're  doing  today  that  would 

15  preclude  completion  of  what  the  general  management 

16  plan  calls  for  in  that  area  south  of  Mason.  In 

17  fact,  we  did  a  lot  to  make  sure  that  we  were  very 

18  compatible  and  set  the  stage,  for  example,  for 

19  future  restoration  of  the  marsh  south  of  Mason 

20  Street. 

21  So  there  are  channels  configured  in  a  way 

22  that  would  make  it  very  easy  to  continue  and  expand 
the  marsh  in  that  area  south  of  Mason.    And  we  did 

24  a  lot  of  looking  in  for  compatibility  with  the  area 

25  south  of  Mason  and  also  the  future  use  of  the 


1  hangar  buildings.    What  we're  doing  at  the  west  end 

2  with  the  airfield  is  very  compatible  with  the 

3  envision  of  future  uses  of  those  plans. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    My  third  and  last 

5  question:    You  mentioned  Doyle  Drive  and  the  great 

6  unknowns  as  far  as  the  reconfigurations.    And  if 

7  the  new  Trust  management  comes  in,  will  the  NPS 

8  have  any  jurisdiction  over  the  Doyle  Drive  way? 

9  Because  as  you  know,  the  public  wanted  the  right  of 

10  way  to  be  reconfigured  from  what  it  is  now.  So 

11  will  the  public  be  dealing  with  the  Trust  in  making 

12  that  final  decision  as  to  the  right  of  way? 

13  MR.  CHANDLER:     It  will  be  basically 

14  within  Trust  jurisdiction.    Still,  the  issue  of  the 

15  federal  right  of  way  and  all  that  will  be  adjusted. 

16  That  will  be  something  that  the  Trust  will  be 

17  dealing  with.    The  map,  in  terms  of  Park  Service 

18  potential  jurisdiction,  is  Mason  Street.  Anything 

19  north  of  Mason  Street  which  is  included  in  the 

20  Crissy  Field  will  be  within  park  jurisdiction; 

21  everything  else  will  be  Trust. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Seeing  no  other  hands, 

23  I'd  like  to  thank  both  Nancy  and  Bob  for  being  here 

24  tonight.    On  behalf  of  the  board,  we  very  much 

25  appreciate  you  both  coming  here  to  answer  questions 
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1  and  present  this  material. 

2  I  think,  perhaps,  this  is  a  good  time  for 

3  a  break,  and  we'll  reconvene  in  fifteen  minutes. 

4  (Break  taken.) 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:     If  any  responsibility 

6  for  packing  or  loading  the  agenda  should  be  placed 

7  on  anyone,  it  would  be  myself.    The  Army  should 

8  bear  no  responsibility  for  that.    Direct  your  anger 

9  and  excitement  in  my  general  direction  for  that 

10  issue.  Yes. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    My  concern  is  that  the 

12  second  meeting  in  a  row  has  not  even  addressed  the 

13  watershed  project.    Is  there  a  way  to  put  that  at 

14  the  beginning  of  the  agenda? 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  will  certainly 

16  attempt  to  do  that  --  get  that  earlier  in  the 

1 7  meet  i  ng . 

18  I  need  to  negotiate  a  little  bit  with  you 

19  on  which  items  we're  going  to  cover  tonight.  I 

20  know  from  talking  with  Bob,  who  has  left,  that  he 

21  was  going  to  be  talking  about  Building  1349.  But 

22  is  it  okay  to  withdraw  that? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  think  so. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  have  just  one 

25  question.    My  question  is,  is  there  a  comment 
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1  period  deadline  on  this?    I  guess  I  should  back  up. 

2  I  understand  this  is  associated  with  a  closure 

3  report  on  the  Building  1349  site.    My  question  is, 

4  is  there  a  commentary  deadline  for  commenting  on 

5  that? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  I'm  sure  that 

7  there  was.    It  was  sent  out  with  the  transmittal 

8  letter  for  that  notice  of  availability  of  that 

9  document  when  it  was  published.    I  don't  know  what 

10  that  is  off  the  top  of  my  head  --  I'll  have  to  look 

11  back  in  the  file  --  but,  yes.    What  we've  done 

12  here,  historically,  is  just  put  30  days  from  the 

13  date  that  that  notice  gets  out. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    My  concern  is,  I 

15  guess,  if  we  put  that  off,  are  we  going  to  push  it 

16  off  to  a  date  beyond  which  is  relevant? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  in  discussing 

18  the  issue  here  in  the  RAB  form,  I  think  it  could 

19  take  place  at  any  time.    For  example,  I  know  that 

20  Bob  Muldy  (sic)  has  already  prepared  his  comments 

21  in  that  document  that  he's  sending  to  the  Army  and 

22  the  water  board  regarding  the  issue  of  concern 

23  there.    So  if  anybody  else  does  have  comments,  go 

24  ahead  and  submit  those,  but  there  is  no  time  limit 

25  on  when  we  can  discuss  concerns  about  1349  right 
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1  here  in  this  forum. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.    I  think 

3  we've  covered  that  one,  at  least,  as  far  as  when 

4  we're  going  to  talk  about  it  at  some  future  time. 

5  The  budget  items  for  May.     I  think  some 

6  time  sets  should  be  set  for  items.    Perhaps  the 

7  director  of  engineering  and  housing  would 

8  recommend,  and  perhaps  we  talk  a  little  bit  about 

9  that.    I  understand  that  the  RPM  meeting,  perhaps, 

10  those  items  won't  take  quite  so  long. 

11  I  think  it  might  be  best  if  we  put  off 

12  the  budget  discussions.    That  can  take  quite  a 

13  while  and  fill  up  the  rest  of  the  time.    So  with 

14  your  permission,  maybe  we  can  put  that  item  off. 

15  Okay.    What  I  see  left  are  the  lead-based 

16  paint  maps  we  have  with  Mark  Youngkin,  the  DEH 

17  issues,  and  then  whatever  else  we  can  fit  from  the 

18  RPM  meeting.    Will  that  be  satisfactory? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  only  one  piece 

20  of  the  RPM  I'd  like  to  see  are  the  comments  on  the 

21  chromium,  in  particular. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN :    All  right.    So  why 

23  don't  we  go  then,  to  the  issue  of  lead-based  paint 

24  maps  with  Mark. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    We  had  discussed 


1  at  one  of  the  committee  meetings  with  Jan  to  take 

2  maps  of  the  Presidio  and  mark  out  the  buildings 

3  where  lead-based  paint  had  been  found,  the  action 

4  levels,  and  then  look  at  the  National  Park  Service 

5  and  the  Army's  sampling  plans  for  industrial 

6  buildings  to  try  and  get  an  idea  of  how  many 

7  buildings  would  be  involved  and  each  sampling  plan, 

8  what  the  scope  of  these  would  be  and  try  to  get  an 

9  understanding  of  what's  involved  in  the  two 

10  separate  plans. 

11  And  that  sort  of  brings  the  question  to 

12  me,  now,  of  what's  the  status  of  the  sampling  plans 

13  for  the  lead-based  plans  in  industrial  buildings, 

14  but  we'll  talk  about  that  next  time  at  the  next 

15  committee  meeting. 

16  So  we're  trying  to  get  some  information 

17  on  a  summary  of  the  lead-based  paint  results  for 

18  the  residential  buildings  and  see  a  map  of  those 

19  results  and  try  to  get  an  idea  of  what  the  two 

20  sampling  plans  involved.    So  if  anybody  wants  to 

21  come  to  the  next  community  meeting,  we'll  try  to 

22  work  on  that. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  questions  or 

24  comments  about  what  we're  trying  to  do  with  this, 

25  really  identify  what  buildings  have  the  lead-based 
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paint  samples  above? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    And  then  see  what 
the  two  sampling  plans  that  are  proposed  involve 
say,  how  many  buildings  each.    Maybe  this 
information  already  exists  somewhere.    I'm  not 
sure,  but  that's  what  we're  proposing  to  do  is 
compare  the  two  sampling  plans,  number  of 
buildings,  and  scope. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     What  two  sampling 
plans  are  you  talking  about? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Lead-based  paints 
for  industrial  non-residential  buildings  that  was 
circulated  to  us  with  different  proposed  plans. 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    I  think  he's  referring 
to  the  draft  proposal  that  the  Park  Service  made 
back  in  April  and  the  Army's  counterproposal. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Oh,  you  mean 
lead-based  paint  versus  non- residential  areas? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Yes.    Oh,  okay. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  you  would  want  to 
see  the  difference,  perhaps,  in  the  two  plans? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    We're  trying  to 
get  an  idea  about  that,  how  many  buildings  in  each 
plan,  and  send  a  sample.    There  was  different 
criteria.    The  two  plans  differed  by  age  of 
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1  building  and  the  distance  from  residential 

2  buildings,  et  cetera. 

3  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    Yes.    I  think  you're 

4  going  to  have  trouble  comparing. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  not  really. 

6  That's  not  really  accurate.    I  mean  the  main  issue 

7  with  the  non- residential  buildings  in  terms  of  the 

8  sampling  protocol  was  that  with  the  --  in  the 

9  non- residential  proposal  that  the  Army  proposed,  we 

10  were  talking  about  taking  discrete  samples  around 

11  each  structure.    And  what  they  did,  they  followed 

12  the  HUD  guys  for  sampling  around  residential 

13  structures  which  was  composite  sampling.    And  the 

14  EPA,  for  instance,  raised  an  issue  with  that  saying 

15  that  you  might  have  screened  out  voting  because  you 

16  used  composite  samples  and  that  if  you  had  been 

17  discrete,  it  would  have  been  included,  and  you 

18  know,  why  aren't  you  proposing  to  use  composite 

19  sampling  in  these  non- residential  areas.    So  that 

20  was  kind  of  where  the  issue  was  left.    And  it's 

21  just  out  there  on  the  table  and  just  hasn't  been 

22  resolved  yet. 

23  MR.  JARED:    This  is  David  J a red  from  the 

24  Park  Service.     I  think  you  might  have  trouble, 

25  Mark,  comparing  the  two  proposals  that  the  Park 
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1  Service  and  the  Army  made,  because  they  had 

2  different  intents  and  different  scopes.    One  is  to 

3  address  areas  adjacent  to  residential  areas  and  one 

4  was  specifically  designed  for  non-residential 

5  areas.    So  it  might  be  difficult  to  compare  those 

6  two  drafts. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Okay. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  just  wanted  to 

9  check  with  Mark  to  make  sure  that  you  understood 

10  what  we  were  proposing.    It  was  something  that  we 

11  were  requesting  the  Army  to  perform.    Not  that  it 

12  was  a  sampling  plan  that  the  Park  Service  was  using 

13  for  its  own  purposes.    I'm  not  sure  just  the  way 

14  you  were  describing  it. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Okay.  I 

16  understand  now. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    On  the  maps  that 

18  you're  doing,  a  sampling  that  has  already  occurred. 

19  The  lead  samples  that  have  already  been  done,  are 

20  those  going  to  be  done? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    On  the  posting  maps, 

22  we  didn't  intend  to  put  the  housing  samples  on  the 
maps. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     What  about  the 

25  non-residential  lead? 


1  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  any  place  that 

2  we  have  conducted  sampling  as  part  of  our  RI,  they 

3  will  be  on  posting  maps. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Okay.    So  they  may  or 

5  may  not  be  involved.    It's  just  the  sampling  that 

6  was  done  with  the  RI,  not  the  sampling  that  Mark's 

7  taLking  about? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Correct.  Not 

9  excluding  the  housing  samples. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Okay,  good.  Just 

11  wanted  to  see  how  those  overlay. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments  on 

13  this  area?  Okay. 

14  Now  we  have  the  Directorate  of 

15  Engineering  and  Housing  demolition  report  and 

16  status  from  Brian. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think,  as  many 

18  of  you  may  have  already  noticed,  there  are  a  number 

19  of  buildings  along  Crissy  Field  that  has  been 

20  recently  demolished.    Now,  frankly,  in  the  DEH 

21  area,  those  areas  have  been  removed  and  much  of  the 

22  foundation  and  parking  and  asphalt  in  that  area. 

23  There  has  been  some  concern  raised  by 

24  that  process  by  a  number  of  the  RAB  members 

25  regarding  soil  disturbance  in  that  area,  and  what  I 
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want  to  do  is  go  through  the  steps  that  the  Army 

2  and  the  Park  Service  did  in  preparation  of  that 

3  demolition  which  have  led  us  up  to  the  situation  we 

4  are  in  today. 

5  Approximately  a  year  or  so  ago,  the  Park 

6  Service  and  the  Army  sat  down  with  the  draft  design 

7  for  the  demolition  and  went  through  that, 

8  identifying  areas  where  there  was  potential  for 

9  conflict,  where,  at  that  time,  it  was  expected  that 

10  probable  or  potential  remediation  sites  --  and 

11  those  were  excluded.    Demolition  in  those 

12  particular  areas  were  excluded  from  the  contract. 

13  So  if  you  were  to  look  at  the  design 

14  drawings,  there  would  be  white  areas  that  say, 

15  "Potential  restoration  site.    Do  not  enter  this 

16  area,"  or  whatever  the  appropriate  action  at  that 

17  location  was.    This  spring/early  summer  before  the 

18  current  demolition,  things  had  changed.  The 

19  environmental  condition  had  come  out  and  the  draft 

20  RI  and  the  second  draft  RI  had  come  out,  and  the 

21  understanding  of  contamination  had  changed  since  a 

22  year  ago.    That  meant  that  some  additional  areas 

23  were  now  to  be  not  disturbed.    The  configuration  of 

24  the  areas  that  were  originally  identified  had 

25  changed. 
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1  So  I  went  out  with  the  Army  Corp  of 

2  engineers  and  the  Park  Service  project  manager  for 

3  the  demolition  area,  and  we  walked  the  areas  and 

4  discussed  what  changes  would  need  to  be  done  in  the 

5  demolition  process.    So  we  had  identified  in  a 

6  particular  area  in  the  DEA  chart,  which  has 

7  presented  most  problems  in  building  283,  where 

8  there  is  a  small  amount  of  contamination  adjacent 

9  under  a  small  port  structure  surrounded  by  two 

10  pieces  of  foundation  which  were  scheduled  to  come 

11  out.    And  we  worked  out  those  problems  at  the 

12  foundation  and  portions  of  the  asphalt  adjacent  to 

13  the  contaminated  zone  that  would  be  remaining. 

14  As  you  could  tell,  the  equipment  out 

15  there  is  large.    In  the  demolition  efforts,  there 

16  was  those  items  which  were  to  remain  were  removed, 

17  and  so  there  was  soil  disturbance  in  that  area. 

18  And  that  highlights  some  of  the  difficulties  of  the 

19  reuse  and  cleanup,  and  how  the  juxtaposition  of  the 

20  two  activities  have  some  conflict,  particularly  if 

21  the  cleanup  is  not  ahead  of  the  reuse  and  the 

22  preparation  for  reuse. 

23  In  this  time,  at  this  point,  the  DEA  site 

24  is  fenced  in,  so  there  is  no  --  in  this  area  where 

25  the  soil  has  been  removed,  there  is  no  people  who 
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1  are  walking  through  there,  other  than  the  workers 

2  who  are  monitored,  as  part  of  the  demolition  would 

3  occur. 

4  And  I  think  that  goes  on  to  the  next  item 

5  of  the  agenda  if  working  through  what  might  be  an 

6  expedited  way  to  get,  particularly,  the  soil 

7  cleanup  in  that  area  moving  and  going  forth  so  that 

8  we  can  proceed. 

9  Something  that  I  think  has  been 

10  represented  in  probably  the  last  one  or  two  RAB 

11  meetings  has  to  do  with  an  expedited  process  on  the 

12  agenda.    It's  called  engineering  evaluating  cost 

13  analysis,  which  is  a  super  buzzword  for  a  document 

14  which  evaluates  alternatives  and  proposes  for  a 

15  decision  of  one  of  those  alternatives,  and  it's 

16  typically  used  for  a  program  for  interim  removal 

17  action. 

18  I  would  rather  not  get  hung  up  on 

19  buzzwords  as  to  whether  it's  an  EE/CA  or  whether 

20  it's  a  state  document,  but  the  concept  we're  doing 

21  in  DEH  is  at  the  ECT  levels  in  RPM's  involving  the 

22  Restoration  Advisory  Board  create  a  document  which 

23  evaluates  alternatives,  particularly  soil  and 

24  possible  groundwater  remediation,  if  necessary,  in 

25  the  DEA  chart,  and  move  forward  in  an  expedited 


1  manner  in  conjunction  with  the  efforts  that  are 

2  going  on  with  demolition  to  address  soil 

3  contamination  that's  out  there,  and  be  it  an  EE/CA 

4  or  a  RAB  or  an  out  community  abroad  isn't 

5  important,  but  that  we  come  through  and  work 

6  through  the  issues  and  identify  how  to  remove  or 

7  manage,  or  whether  it's  appropriate  to  remove  or 

8  manage  the  contamination  which  exists  in  the  DEA 

9  chart. 

10  And  I  don't  know  if  one  of  the  RAB 

11  members  are  working  on  that  to  give  us  a 

12  prospective  on  this  decision  process  that  they're 

13  working  for. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Mark,  did  you  have  any 

15  comments  on  what  we've  been  doing  so  far  with  that? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Well,  Jan  asked  me 

17  to  summarize  the  working  group  meetings  we've  had, 

18  so  I'll  just  go  through  each  meeting  real  quick  and 

19  summarize  each  what  we've  talked  about.    If  anyone 

20  who  was  there  wants  to  jump  in,  go  ahead. 

21  The  first  meeting  was  on  June  14th,  and 

22  at  this  meeting  we  basically  identified  each 

23  building  of  concern  from  the  RI  report.  We've 

24  identified  the  nature  of  the  contamination,  the 

25  extent  of  contamination,  the  amount  of  sampling  and 
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1  data  of  each  building  and  the  buildings  are 

2  buildings  283,  286,  268,  292,  293  and  building  269. 

3  These  involve  pesticides,  some  lead  contamination, 
some  drilling  hydrocarbons  and  organics. 

5  So  then,  basically,  that  continued  into 

6  the  next  meeting  on  June  25th.    We,  again, 

7  basically  went  through  each  building  and  looked  for 

8  data  gaps  where  more  information  would  be  needed 

9  and  what  the  extent  of  contamination  was,  and  then 

10  we  went  into  what  our  possible  alternatives  for 

11  each  building  just  to  get  the  various 

12  possibilities,  and  we  ended  up  setting  another 

13  meeting  date  for  July  12th. 

14  And  what  we're  working  for  is  a  draft. 

15  I'm  sorry,  the  next  meeting  was  July  17th  -- 

16  working  on  the  draft  and  EE/CA  report  that  was  due. 

17  So  to  add  my  perspective  is  that  the  first  two 

18  meetings,  we  were  working  on  essentially  a 

19  controlled  situation  where  the  foundations  and  the 

20  areas  that  were  supposed  to  remain  undisturbed,  we 

21  were  working  under  the  idea  that  they  would  remain 

22  undisturbed.    And  now  there  has  been  a  charge.  A 

23  lot  of  the  areas  have  been  disturbed.    So  my 

24  assumption  is  the  working  group  will  have  to 

25  address  how  to  move  ahead  with  that. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    What  I'd  like  to  say 

2  is  we  talked  a  little  bit  about  that  with  the  Army. 

3  What  we're  going  to  do  now  is  expand  some  of  the 

4  other  sites  that  aren't  disturbed  to  such  a  degree 

5  that  283  was,  and  that  we  can  still  have  the  same 

6  remediation.    But  the  terms  of  the  exact  boundaries 

7  of  what  that  contamination  is,  we  can't  assume  that 

8  it's  spread  to  all  four  corners  of  the  site  --  it's 

9  in  the  general  vicinity  --  we  have  to  take  a 

10  sampling  of  that  as  part  of  the  remediation  as  not 

11  to  embark,  but  to  be  out  there  actually  doing  the 

12  cleanup  and  work. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  how  we  need 

14  to  expand  our  conformational  sampling  and  confirm 

15  that  and  we,  indeed,  have  addressed  the  problems 

16  out  there. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    This,  to  me,  kind  of 

18  a  jumping  off  of  Nancy's  presentation  when  she  was 

19  talking  about  the  Crissy  Field  plan  and  she  said, 

20  "Oh,  I  meant  to  talk  about  the  schedule,"  because 

21  the  schedule  that  she's  working  on  for  the  Chrissy 

22  plan  is  pretty  ambitious.    She  wants  to  be  out 

23  there  starting  to  excavate  the  wetland  in  spring  of 

24  1998. 

25  They're  doing  an  extensive  fundraising 
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1  effort  and  design  planning  right  now,  so  in  order 

2  for  the  cleanup  to  proceed  with  the  implementation 

3  of  the  plan,  which  is  her  assumption  --  and  an 

4  assumption  we  all  need  to  work  on  --  the  cleanup 

5  needs  to  be  on  a  fast  enough  track  to  accommodate 

6  that. 

7  So  we're  looking  at  the  DEH  area,  and 

8  there  is  a  case  study  for  moving  onto  other  sites 

9  of  Crissy  Field  to  do  lead-site  cleanup  for  all  of 

10  us. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:     And  I  suppose  my  own 

12  adding  in  is  that  we'll  also  have  to  factor  in  how 

13  contractors  work  given  the  various  restraints  that 

14  we  think  we' re  a  1 1  working  under.    I  think  that  was 

15  one  lesson  that  I  acquired  from  the  process. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I'd  like  to  comment 

17  on  that,  because  to  me,  it  underscores  the  need  to 

18  have  the  remediation  precede  the  reuse  plan,  and 

19  that  the  demolition  is  pretty  much  done.    And  aside 

20  from  the  demolition,  there  is  no  other  work  the 

21  contractors  can  do  out  there  to  influence  the  plan. 

22  So  I  think  we  need  to  go  --  we  need  to  get  all  the 
contaminated  soil  out  there  before  we  bring  the 

<Lk  contractor  in.     It's  really  hard  to  control  the 

25  contractor  when  you're  trying  to  work  on  these 


1  small  areas.    So  hopefully,  we're  probably  not 

2  going  to  end  up  in  that  circumstance. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Scott  Miller. 

4  Couple  of  questions.    One  is,  will  we 

5  have  a  chance  as  community  RAB  members  to  see  what 

6  sort  of  a  confirmation  sampling  plan  is  proposed 

7  for  these  disturbed  areas  and  DEH? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    What  I'm 

9  expecting  the  document  or  whatever  it  is  called, 

10  will  discuss  the  --  maybe  not  the  actual  specifics, 

11  but  the  conceptual  of  what  types  of  sampling  would 

12  be  required  to  address  the  excavation  and 

13  identification  of  contamination  in  the  vicinity. 

14  So  we  fully  intend,  both  through  public  comment  and 

15  members  participating  in  the  working  groups  to 

16  develop  this  document,  and  once  the  plan  is 

17  developed,  there  would  be  ample  opportunity  to 

18  influence  and  to  help  develop  what  would  be  the 

19  appropriate  measures  to  take. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    The  other  thing  I 

21  was  going  to  mention  is  just  to  build  on  what  Mark 

22  was  summarizing.    There  were  some  interesting 

23  outstanding  issues  in  terms  of  the  scope  of  this, 

24  if  you  will,  the  EE/CA  process  or  this  working 

25  group  process,  whether  to  what  extent  the 
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1  groundwater  issue  should  be  addressed,  and  there's 

2  a  fill  area  within  the  DEH  area.    And  another 

3  question  there  as  to  how  to  handle  the  subsurface 

4  soils  in  that  fill  area.    Originally,  this  process 

5  was  designed  just  for  the  superficial  soil  that 

6  were  really  affected  by  the  surface  disturbances. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  The 

8  contamination  in  283  was  a  very  small  amount  of 

9  contamination.    As  we  went  into  the  process,  it 

10  became  clear  to  many  people  that  expanding  the 

11  entire  DEH  area,  some  efficiencies  might  be  gained. 

12  The  work  to  do  in  283  wasn't  much  less  than  the 

13  work  to  evaluate  for  all  of  the  DEH  area,  and  we 

14  might  be  done,  but  we're  not. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     In  fact,  the 

16  possibility  was  even  talked  about  that,  if  this 

17  worked  out,  to  use  this  as  a  template  for  other 

18  portions  of  Crissy  Field,  if  possible,  such  as  fill 

19  site  7  and  other  areas  --  again,  to  work  in 

20  conjunction  with  reuse  and  cleanup. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Rebecca. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Yes.    My  question 

23  is  actually  to  Brian,  Roberta  and  David,  just  so  I 

24  have  an  understanding  of  this.    This  is  an  area 

25  that  was  outlined  for  demolition  and  you  went  in 
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1  and  stuff  had  happened.    And  now  we're  having  to  do 

2  additional  work  based  on  -- 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    What  is  your  question 

4  about? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     I  would  just  like 

6  to  know,  is  there  money  budgeted  in  that  report, 

7  and  how  does  this  affect  the  time?    What  kind  of 

8  input  do  we  really  have?    Is  the  thing  going  to 

9  progress  in  a  certain  way  regardless? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  want  to  know  if 

11  your  question  is  related  to  the  demolition  project 

12  or  to  the  concept. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Specifically  to  the 

14  DEH  demolition  project.    Again,  I  take  it  to  a  lot 

15  of  other  areas,  but  focusing  on  that  specific  part 

16  of  it  now  --  I  guess  I'm  trying  to  get  an 

17  opportunity  for  input.    I  was  just  wondering  what 

18  kind  of  impact  that  would  mandate. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Okay.    Separating  out 

20  the  demolition  efforts  as  a  separate  topic,  because 

21  we  were  looking  for  the  EE/CA  for  DEH  irrespective 

22  of  what's  going  on  with  the  demolition.    Can  we 

23  take  a  small  chunk  of  this  project  and  try  to  just 

24  move  ahead  on  it? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:  Right. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Because  everything  is 

2  kind  of  bogged  down. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:  Yes. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    So  an  EE/CA  is  a 

5  document  that  has  specific  published  presentation 

6  requirements.    It's  like  a  remedial  action  plan  or 

7  a  proposed  plan  for  remedial  action.    I  think  it's 

8  probably  a  30-day  public  commentary;  I'm  not  sure. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    I  got  a  very 

10  specific  thing  I'm  wanting  to  find  out  that  isn't 

11  so  much  like  public  comment  or  input.    I  just  want 

12  to  know,  is  this  an  opportunity  which  I'm  hearing, 

13  possibly,  to  take  some  effective  action  to  kind  of 

14  focus  on  a  place  or  have  something  happen  in  a  very 

15  reasonable  common  sense  way,  and  actually  have  a 

16  result  within  a  short  period  of  time? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:  Exactly. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    And  were  restraints 

19  put  on  it?    Is  there  already  a  budget  that  has  been 

20  earmarked  of  our  contractors  for  lack  of 

21  remediation?    Are  we  already  under  a  signed,  sealed 

22  contract  of  what  we  thought  was  going  to  happen 

23  with  that  piece  or  -- 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I  don't  think  so.  I 

25  mean,  that's  a  question  the  Army  has  to  answer,  but 


1  from  our  discussions  with  the  Army,  my  impression 

2  is  that  they're  willing  and  able  to  facilitate  the 

3  use  of  this  kind  of  vehicle  to  do  this. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Within  reason. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    With  their  existing 

6  contract.    Maybe  David  needs  to  respond  on  that. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  whole  issue 

8  with  DEH  is  that  there's  a  volunteer  group  of 

9  people  made  up  with  BCTRPM  members  and  community 

10  members,  so  there's  no  cost  of  all  that,  so  we're 

11  going  to  put  together  this  plan. 

12  Like  Brian  said,  there  will  be  some  type 

13  of  decision  document,  and  the  title  which  is  yet  to 

14  be  determined.    That  decision  document  will  address 

15  the  contamination  in  the  DEH  yard  as  it  stands 

16  today,  being  that  there  were  formerly  discrete 

17  study  sites  that  have  now  been  disturbed  and  some 

18  of  that  contamination  has  been  disturbed.  But 

19  regardless  to  that  issue,  the  site  is  going  to  be 

20  cleaned  up.    We  have  a  plan  to  address  that,  and 

21  that  is  this  working  group.    They  are  going  to  meet 

22  next  week  to  continue  that  process. 

23  When  they  get  finished  with  that  plan, 

24  then  that  plan  goes  out  for  a  public  review,  and 

25  people  have  a  chance  to  take  shots  at  it,  or 
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whatever.  The  plan  gets  finalized,  that  plan  gets 
given  to  our  contractor  and  everything  here  at  the 
Presidio  is  essentially  being  done  under  the  total 
environmental  restoration  contract,  which  is  being 
amended  by  International  Technology,  Corp.,  which 
is  IT,  for  short. 

They'll  do  the  work;  they'll  cleanup  the 
site.    We'll  request  completion  or  closure  of  the 
DEH  site.    They'll  say,  "Yes,  you've  done  a  great 
job  out  there."    It's  all  done.    And  then  after 
that,  Nancy  Horner  and  all  the  Park  Service  groups 
can  come  in  and  build  that  nice  little  parking  area 
for  the  wind  surfers  and  the  dunes,  and  set  up  that 
whole  east  area  of  the  Crissy  Field. 

And  we  expect  to  have  all  that  done,  by  at 
least  --  the  DEH  site  cleaned  up  in  time  for  the 
reuse  of  that  Crissy  Field  done  by  April  of  1998. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    So  this  is  part  of 
the  conversation  we  had  at  the  last  meeting  about 
taking  a  piece  and  starting  a  fast  track  and  taking 
a  bite.    We  can  chew,  moving  it  forward,  and  kind 
of  off-track  everything  else. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    If  we  can 
demonstrate  that  this  process  works,  getting  the 
collective  resources  of  RAB  members,  regulatory 
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1  members.  Army  technical  support  agencies  put 

2  together  --  if  we  can  demonstrate  that  a  working 

3  group  such  as  that  can  come  up  with  a  legally  and 

4  technically  defensible  decision  document  in  advance 

5  of  the  record  decision  being  completed  such  that  we 

6  can  have  our  contractor  use  that  decision  document 

7  and  go  out  and  cleanup  the  site  and  have  that  site 

8  cleaned  up,  such  that  to  the  degree  that  the  state 

9  regulatory  oversight  agency  would  endorse  it,  then 

10  we're  going  to  proceed  with  this  process  at  other 

11  sites  besides  just  the  DEH  area. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Okay,  good. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    We  may  go  to  the  west 

14  end  of  Crissy  Field  or  the  middle  part  of  Crissy 

15  Field,  or  the  other  parts  of  the  Presidio? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  understood.  I 

17  just  wanted  to  see  if  this  agreed  with  everything 

18  else  we're  talking  about.    So  that  answered  my 

19  question.    I  just  wanted  to  know  the  flexibility 

20  and  intention  of  that  project,  not  so  much  what 

21  kind  of  document  or  anything  else.    So  thanks. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  think  the  idea  kind 

23  of  stems  back  to  the  early  days  of  the  President's 

24  five-point  plan  which  was  to  fast  track  reuse  at 

25  closing  bases  and  deal  with  the  environmental 


108 


1  problems,  that  we  would  have  these  working  groups, 

2  where  instead  of  the  Army,  doing  the  documentation, 

3  and  then  the  regulators  and  the  RAB  looking  at  it 

4  and  giving  comments  back,  we  would  all  pull 

5  ourselves  up  in  a  room  for  however  long  it  took, 

6  and  write  the  thing  together.    You  know,  put 

7  everybody's  minds  together  and  use  the  expertise  we 

8  have,  so  in  that  process,  everyone  deserves  to  be 

9  brought  in.    And  at  the  outset,  we  wouldn't  have  to 

10  go  through  these  review  periods  that  are  so 

11  protracted  and  take  so  long  to  resolve.    So  that's 

12  kind  of  theory  behind  it. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    So  this  is  that 

14  opportunity. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Scott. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I  think  it's 

17  important  to  mention  the  schedule  as  it  is 

18  initiated  and  what  the  schedule  is  today  for 

19  production  of  decision  document  that  would  be 

20  available  to  the  public.    I'm  not  clear  myself  as 

21  to  when  the  document  is  expected. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think  that's 
probably  one  of  the  topics  of  the  17th,  is  to  go 

dU  through  what  the  schedule  is  beyond  the  next  week. 

25  But  let  me  tell  you  where  we  are  between  now  and 


1  the  17th  and  what  is  expected  to  happen,  and 

2  hopefully,  it's  what  others  in  the  working  group 

3  are  expecting. 

4  At  the  last  meeting,  I  committed  to  take 

5  the  comments  that  I'd  received  from  the  different 

6  folks.    The  document  had  evolved  quite  a  bit  from 

7  its  original.    I  put  forth  this  skeleton  which 

8  looked  only  at  contamination  in  283.    We  talked 

9  about  five  different  buildings  within  the  DEH  area, 

10  where  there  is  a  contamination  site. 

11  And  so,  I'm  committed  to  expand  the 

12  initial  skeleton  to  encompass  what  we  had  talked 

13  about  in  the  subsequent  meetings  and  to  provide 

14  that  to  the  working  group  by  the  end  of  the  day  on 

15  the  12th,  which  is  this  Friday. 

16  And  then  we've  agreed  to  meet  next 

17  Wednesday  to  continue  working.    Hopefully,  people 

18  from  the  work  group  will  have  an  opportunity  to 

19  work  through  the  skeleton  and  rip  that  apart,  and 

20  we'll  start  rebuilding  from  there. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thanks,  Brian. 

22  Harold? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    My  comments  address,  I 

24  guess,  my  concern  about  the  lack  of  control  of  the 

25  remediation  site,  and  the  fact  that  this 
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1  disturbance  probably  resulted  in  the  loss  of 

2  definition  of  one  of  these  other  contaminated 

3  sites.    And  I  am  sensitive  to  the  fact  that  no  one 

4  here,  especially  the  Park  Service,  likes  to  see 

5  something  like  this  happen. 

6  I  would  like  you  to  basically  take  an 

7  opportunity  to  tell  us  what  went  wrong  and 

8  whether  --  and  what  steps  the  Park  Service  has 

9  taken  to  ensure  that  something  like  this  doesn't 

10  happen  again.    And  was  this  a  case  of  the 

11  contractor  just  losing  control,  or  was  this  the 

12  Park  Service  not  providing  enough  adequate 

13  oversight? 

14  Can  you  reassure  us  that  this  isn't  going 

15  to  happen  again,  basically. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    What  I  was  trying  to 

17  say  before  is  that  the  demolition  project  is  done. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  know,  Roberta. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    And  SO  what  I'm 

20  saying  now  is  we  realize  that  we  really  --  it's  too 

21  hard  to  do  reuse  and  cleanup  before  cleanup  is 

22  done.    So,  you  know,  if  we  have  other  projects, 

23  then,  I  think  the  objective  is  to  get  the  cleanup 

24  done  before  we  do  anything,  conjunctively,  before 

25  we  do  anything  in  the  space. 
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1  But  what  happened  at  283?    I  think  in  the 

2  places  where  we  were  trying  to  reclean  the  place, 

3  that's  kind  of  easy,  and  that  happened,  but  at  283, 

4  it  wasn't  okay  to  leave  places,  and  certain 

5  features  of  the  structure  was  to  be  left  in  place. 

6  And  I  guess  the  contractor  either  didn't  understand 

7  that  in  the  plan.    And  we  aren't  out  there  100 

8  percent  of  the  time  the  contractors  are  out  there, 

9  so  that  complete  oversight  is  not  possible  to 

10  achieve. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  what  is 

12  certainly  obvious  to  us  working  in  the 

13  environmental  issue  --  weren't  as  clear  to  them 

14  doing  the  demolition  as  they  are  to  us.    So  that 

15  three  feet  made  a  big  difference  in  the 

16  environmental  issue,  but  it  doesn't  make  very  much 

17  difference  when  you're  demolishing  the  whole  area. 

18  And  that  issue  is  difficult  to  enforce  with  the 

19  amount  of  oversight  that  we  can  provide  for  these 

20  jobs. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    We  are  not  happy  that 

22  it  happened  either,  Harold. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    That's  what  I  said. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     And  the  way  to 

25  avoid  it  is  to  reduce  the  opportunity  for  these 
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1  types  of  occurrences  to  happen.    I  think  what  we 

2  did  is  probably  what  we  would  do  today  at  the 

3  onset,  but  now  we  know  that  it's  just  so  difficult 

4  to  do  the  reuse  ahead  of  the  cleanup  that  we  would 

5  need  to  try  and  avoid  that  situation  more. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    It's  kind  of 

7  interesting,  and  on  the  one  hand  we  could  have  said 

8  we  could  have  waited  to  do  the  demolition  until 

9  after  the  cleanup.    But  on  the  other  hand,  when  you 

10  have  an  area  like  that,  it's  kind  of  better,  get 

11  the  buildings  and  foundation  and  everything  out  of 

12  there,  then  you  can  really  see  what's  there.  So 

13  I'm  looking  for  a  response  from  Harry. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Oh,  I  just  think  that, 

15  as  I  said  before,  no  one  likes  to  see  something 

16  like  this  happen.    I  just  want  to  be  comfortable 

17  that  it's  not  going  to  happen  on  another  site.  And 

18  I  guess  you  and  Brian  know  this  and  that,  I  guess 

19  your  radar  screens  are  up  now. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     I  just  had  a 

21  question  about  your  relationship  with  the 

22  contractor,  because  as  you  describe  it,  they 

23  weren't  totally  sensitive  to  the  three  feet.  Three 

24  feet  meaning  three  feet,  not  3.5  feet,  not  2.53 

25  feet.    And  this  is  all  very  important  space  in 


1  terms  of  those  sorts  of  things.    So,  we're  really 

2  talking  about  supervising. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    It  was  further 

4  complicated  at  283  in  a  design  which  the  contractor 

5  bid  on  and  had  then  agreed  upon  scope  of  work.  We 

6  didn't  identify  283  as  a  sensitive  area,  because  a 

7  year  ago,  that  was  not  identified  in  the  working 

8  groups  in  the  Army  and  the  Park  Service  as  they 

9  were  working  through  the  contract.    And  the 

10  identification  and  contamination  and  the  issues 

11  related  to  that  particular  piece  of  contamination 

12  just  didn't  come  up  at  that  stage  of  investigation. 

13  So  it  was  just  a  further  complication, 

14  and  these  sorts  of  fixed-priced  contracts  you  agree 

15  on  the  scope  in  the  beginning,  and  the  contractor 

16  then  has  the  opportunity  to  do  the  work  at  the 

17  price  that  he  agreed  to.    And  so,  it  was  changes 

18  that  were  made  during  that  scope  which  were 

19  somewhat  more  difficult  to  implement  than  what  was 

20  agreed  to  in  the  beginning. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    But  that's  typical 

22  in  a  contract  where  things  come  up  that  you  just 

23  couldn't  anticipate,  so  to  speak.    Is  that  fair? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  mean  bottom  line, 

25  the  issue  here,  we  have  the  intense  cleanup  done 
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before  we  go  out  and  do  our  projects.    And  this  is 
just  a  good  case  in  point,  and  that's  why  we  want 
to  target  this  EE/CA-type  implementation,  get 
moving  ahead,  get  cleanup  so  the  park  isn't  handled 
all  the  time.    And  obviously,  we  can't  implement 
the  Crissy  Field  plan  with  the  contamination  in  the 
site.    We  can't  dig  up  spots  that  are  contaminated. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     It's  an 
unfortunate  situation,  but  the  harm  in  the 
situation  is  small,  and  it  is  a  good  learning 
experience.    As  I  said,  we  have  our  radar  screens 
up.    We  will  certainly  try  much  harder  then  we  did 
to  prevent  this  from  happening  in  the  future 
through  whatever  mechanisms  we  can,  and  mostly  to 
try  and  prevent  opportunities  like  this  to  occur. 
So  we  don't  have  to  worry  about  the  tight 
coordination. 

FACILITATOR  KERN :    Any  further  questions 
on  this?  Bruce. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     I  think  it  shows 
the  EE/CA  process  is  possible.    I  think,  maybe,  it 
isn't  that  big  a  problem  as  far  as  the  damage 
except  that  I  see  we  shouldn't  laugh  at  somebody 
else's  mistake  on  this.    This  is  still  our  problem 
as  a  whole,  and  I  think  we  can  deal  with  it. 
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1  I  hope,  one,  we're  not  going  to  have  a 

2  situation  where  everybody  can  point  their  fingers 

3  at  the  other  guy  and,  therefore,  never  get  closer 

4  on  a  situation  like  this  because  of  the  mixing  of 

5  the  soils  or  mixing  of  the  responsibility  or  having 

6  another  party  involved,  you  know,  with  the 

7  contamination.    I  think  we  can  get  through  that. 

8  And  to  your  comment,  Roberta,  about 

9  getting  to  the  reuse  before  the  cleanup.    You  have 

10  to  tear  down  the  building  to  cleanup  the  soil 

11  underneath  it.    I  think  it  would  be  more  logical. 

12  So  we  may  have  to  go  that  route. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    That  was  one  point  I 

14  was  trying  to  make  when  I  was  talking  to  Harry. 

15  The  way  that  buildings  coming  down  --  that  allows 

16  for  greater  opportunity,  but  the  Army  was  going  on 

17  the  assumption  that  it  already  delineated  the 

18  contaminations.    It  wasn't  existing  under  the 

19  building,  because  they  were  there,  that  their 

20  presence  prevented  contamination  from  the  soil. 

21  Because  of  those  changes  at  the  site,  that  may  or 

22  may  not  be  true. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    But  I  haven't  seen 

24  any  reports  so  far  that  we  have  contaminated 

25  concrete.    Removing  that  is  not  an  issue,  and 
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1  disturbing  that  doesn't  seem  to  be  an  issue.  It's 

2  the  soils  underneath  it  that  we're  looking  at  in  my 

3  opinion. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Final  comment? 

5  Okay,  Joan. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    The  question  was, 

7  what  exactly  did  you  learn  from  this  experience? 

8  How  would  you  have  done  it  differently? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Well,  I  guess,  a 

10  couple  things.    One,  we  could  have  not  done  the 

11  demolition  until  the  DEH  chart  was  cleared  for 

12  cleanup;  then  those  buildings  would  still  be  there 

13  right  now.    And  those  buildings  would  be  there  from 

14  now  until  when  another  site  gets  cleaned  up.    Or  we 

15  could  --  have  our  project  manager,  who  was  doing  an 

16  oversight  of  that  contract,  could  have  spent  100 

17  percent  of  his  time  at  that  site  with  that 

18  contractor  to  prevent  that  from  happening.  And 

19  it's  not  possible  to  have  the  Park  Service  to  have 

20  a  field  inspector  with  their  contractors  100 

21  percent  of  the  time  on  all  projects.    So  that's 

22  kind  of  a  resource  problem  for  us  to  have  somebody 
out  there  alt  the  time. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think  one 

25  thing  we  could  have  done  differently  --  and  it's 


1  sort  of  what  we're  trying  to  do  --  is  that  a  year 

2  ago  when  the  discussion  of  how  to  coordinate  the 

3  demolition  and  how  to  do  the  cleanup  would  have 

4  also  included  how  we  could  speed  up  the  cleanup  to 

5  be  ahead  of  the  demo  a  year  in  advance,  which  is 

6  what  we  are  trying  to  do  with  the  EE/CA  and  other 

7  tools  we  are  trying  to  develop,  so  we  could 

8  expedite  the  cleanup  in  the  areas  that  we've 

9  targeted  reuse  coming  up  on  the  short  term.    And  so 

10  we'll  try  to  take  actions  to  get  the  cleanup  ahead 

11  of  the  reuse  to  prevent  this  sort  of  problem  or 

12  situation  from  occurring  as  it  did.    And  that's  the 

13  one  thing  that  we  collectively  didn't  do  a  year  ago 

14  when  we  went  through  this  process. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    There  was  also 

16  suggestions  in  the  past  to  include  some  sort  of  a 

17  reuse  discussion  during  a  RAB  meeting,  and  I  think 

18  we  failed  in  making  that  as  a  norm. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    But  Romy,  we  included 

20  you  in  the  meeting  where  we  sat  down.    We  included 

21  you  and  EPA. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    But  it  was  a 

23  surprise  to  us  of  the  demolition  of  DEH  and  also 

24  the  900  bui Iding. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    You  were  sitting  in 
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1  the  meeting  with  us,  Romy. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    But  I  wasn't 

3  involved  in  those  meetings.     I  think  you're 

4  referring  to  the  Army's  meeting  with  you  guys. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     Well,  okay.  We'll 

6  increase  coordination  with  everybody  on  reuse. 

7  Planning  is  important.  Okay. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  hopefully 

9  this  board  group  that's  formed  now  will  have  some 

10  RAB  representation  at  the  actual  working  level, 

11  which  hopefully  provides  an  enhanced  conduit,  just 

12  to  give  additional  opportunities  to  go  into  it. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Scott,  and  then  we're 

14  done. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    To  end  this  in  a 

16  positive  note,  at  least  my  portion  of  it,  I  think 

17  there's  something  valuable  we  can  take  to  the  RAB 

18  for  the  next  step,  that  is,  I  think  there  seems  to 

19  be  a  lot  of  work  proposed  for  fill  site  7,  in  that 

20  whole  area,  in  terms  of  reconstruction  of  Crissy 

21  Field  and  also  the  excavation  of  wetland. 

22  I  wonder  if  there  is  anything  we  could  do 

23  now  or  in  the  very  near  future  that  could  start 

24  addressing  those  questions  from  this  expedited 

25  process,  because  that's  going  to  hit  in  very  short 


118 


TinyTran 


1  order  in  terms  of  the  planning  schedule. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  think  that's 

3  something  we  should  be  working  toward  in  a  work 

4  group  and  be  exploring  what  tools  and  when  we  could 

5  start. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    My  point  is  also, 

7  what  we've  learned  here.     I  think  it  should  be 

8  raised  as  early  as  possible  within  the  RAB. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     Well,   that's  what 

10  we're  trying  to  do.    That's  why  we  had  Nancy  here 

11  tonight  to  make  a  presentation  of  the  plan.  And 

12  what  I'm  thinking  is  at  one  of  our  next  meetings, 

13  we'll  have  on  the  agenda  to  start  flushing  out 

14  those  issues,  because  we  certainly  were  thinking 

15  about  them.    We  want  the  whole  RAB  to  be  on  board 

16  with  what  needs  to  happen  before  that  plan  and 

17  before  we  do  the  DEH  EE/CA.    Hopefully,  that  would 

18  be  a  great  case  study,  and  then  move  on  to  fill 

19  site  7  and  then  keep  moving  along. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments? 

21  I  spoke  with  David  at  the  break,  and  I'm 

22  just  talking  off  the  top  of  my  head  out  here,  but 

23  perhaps  a  lot  of  these  issues,  rather  than  put  them 

24  off  or  deal  with  them  in  a  quick  manner,  we  can 

25  organize  a  more  in-depth  committee  meeting,  and  in 
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1  two  weeks,  perhaps,  with  some  representation  from 

2  the  contractors  and  such  to  cover  some  of  these 

3  remaining  items. 

4  Would  that  be  acceptable  to  folks? 

5  Okay.    So  I  think  a  lot  of  these  are 

6  somewhat  time  sensitive,  and  it  would  be  valuable 

7  to  address  them  in  the  near  future.    So  we'll  try 

8  to  get  them  on  at  a  sort  of  an  enhanced  glorified 

9  committee  meeting  in  two  weeks. 

10  Any  other  comments  or  thoughts  for 

11  tonight's  meeting?    Yes,  Joan. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  just  wanted  to 

13  make  a  comment.    Are  we  ending  the  meeting  now? 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  do  have  one 

15  announcement  now  about  the  sign-up  sheets. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Well,  I 'm  glad  you 

17  mentioned  the  word  "announcement"  because  there  is 

18  another  announcement  I  want  to  make.  Angela 

19  Alioto,  who  is  Chair  of  the  Health,  Public  Safety 

20  and  the  Environment  Committee,  a  board  of 

21  supervisors,  is  holding  a  hearing  on  Crissy  Field 

22  on  July  18th  at  1:00  p.m.  with  the  board  of 

23  supervisors.    And  she  has  just  announced  that 

24  today.    I  believe  that's  a  Thursday,  because  the 

25  17th  is  the  GGNRA  Advisory  Commission  meeting  on 


1  Crissy  Field. 

2  I  just  wanted  to  offer  this  comment. 

3  Going  back  to  the  earlier  discussion  about  the 

4  Trust  legislation  and  response  to  a  comment  that 

5  Mr.  Chandler  made,  and  I'm  sorry  he's  not  here.  He 

6  was  talking  about  what  was  the  alternative  of  the 

7  Trust  legislation  and  that  may  be  the  tooth  fairy, 

8  that  the  parameters  of  the  discussion  of  all  has 

9  been  rather  than  have  this  Trust  in  this  form, 

10  we're  going  to  lose  the  Presidio.    And  I  just  want 

11  to  make  this  comment.    That  those  parameters  were 

12  set  up  by  the  people  who  were  pushing  the  Trust 

13  legislation,  and  we  citizens  who  have  been  trying 

14  to  get  a  better  bill,  to  get  the  best  bill  that  we 

15  could  have  been  asking  for  is  a  central  question, 

16  which  is,  who  has  oversight  of  the  Trust? 

17  And,  in  fact,  no  one  has  oversight  of  the 

18  Trust,  not  --  the  National  Park  Service  cannot  veto 

19  its  decision,  certainly  not  the  City  and  County  of 

20  San  Francisco,  certainly  not  the  public,  because 

21  all  the  public  can  do  is  offer  comments  to  the 

22  GGNRA  Advisory  Commission,  and  that  does  not  have 

23  veto  power.    They  can  only  give  advice.    And  it  is 

24  true  that  the  Trust,  which  is  now  going  to  have 

25  jurisdiction  over  90  percent  of  the  Presidio,  not 
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80,  like  it  was  last  December  --  it's  now  up  to 
90  --  is  basically  without  oversight. 

Naturally,  they  have  to  follow  NEEPA  and 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  and  the 
general  objectives  of  the  management  plan,  but  they 
can  demolish,  if  they  so  choose,  anything  under 
category  1  historic  building.    They  can  authorize 
new  construction,  and  I  think  that  people  should  be 
aware  of  that.    And  I  really  think  that  there  is  so 
much  misinformation  out  there  about  this  bill. 

It  may  pass  before  we  have  our  next 
meeting,  but  I  would  hope  that  in  addition  to  the 
agenda  item  that  Rob  Reinhard  wanted,  that  we 
continue  this  discussion  about  what  this  bill 
actually  says. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay,  thank  you. 

The  announcement  that  Jan  asked  me  to 
make  was  that  there  are  sign-up  sheets  over  where 
Thomas  is.    They  are  our  sign-up  sheets  to  receive 
draft  agendas  in  advance  of  the  meetings,  so  you 
can  comment  on  them,  if  you  like  to.    One  of  them 
is  a  tour  sign-up  sheet,  a  site  tour  for  the 
Presidio  --  if  you  would  like  to  be  involved  in 
that  --  and  Thomas,  could  you  tell  me  the  other 
sign-up  sheet  that  is  up  there?    There  is,  perhaps. 
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one  other  sign-up  sheet  over  there. 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    And  one  to  receive 
regulatory  comments. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes.  And  to  receive 
regulatory  comments.  So  please  sign  up  if  you're 
interested.    Any  other  comments? 

Okay.    Well,  thank  you  very  much  for  your 
attendance  tonight. 

(Meeting  adjourned  at  10:02  p.m.) 


It- 

1  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA        )  ss. 

2  COUNTY  OF  ALAMEDA  ) 
3 

4 
5 
6 

7  I,  Alisa  C.  Abille,  Certified  Shorthand 

8  Reporter  No.  10901  in  and  for  the  State  of 

9  California,  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a 

10  full,  true  and  correct  transcript  of  the  proceedings 

11  had  at  the  taking  of  said  meeting,  to  the  best  of  my 

12  ability. 
13 

14 
15 

16     Date:  July  21,  1996 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
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25 


ALISA  U.  ABlLLb,  CSK  Nil.  I0901 
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RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARDMEMBER: 
(COMMUNITY  AND  TECHNICAL) 
(CONT.) 

MICHAEL  WORK 
BRIAN  ULLENSVANG 


1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Everyone  is  not 

2  here  yet,  but  we  need  to  get  to  the  agenda  and 

3  respect  the  time  of  those  who  have  shown  up  on 

4  time. 

5  I'd  like  to  welcome  everyone.    This  is  the 

6  regular  meeting  of  the  Presidio  Restoration 

7  Advisory  Board.    Welcome,  to  the  Army,  the 

8  contractors,  the  regulators,  members  of  the  RAB, 

9  and  all  the  members  of  the  public  who  are  out  there 

10  tonight. 

11  Before  we  get  into  my  usual  question  if  there 

12  are  any  items  that  people  would  like  to  add  or 

13  subtract  or  change,  I'd  like  to  get  a  feel  for  what 

14  amount  of  time  people  need  for  each  of  these  items 

15  before  we  get  started,  so  I  can  help  get  the 

16  meeting  along. 

17  For  the  Review  Time  Discussion,  what  are  we 

18  looking  at,  about  how  much  time? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  would  estimate 

20  about  five  to  10  minutes,  unless  there's  a  lot  of 

21  discussion. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.  Well, 

23  "unless  there's  a  lot  of  discussion"  is  what  gets 

24  us  into  trouble.    This  workshop,  what  are  we 

25  looking  at  for  that,  including  the  question  and 
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1  answer  period? 

2  MR.  BLACK:    I  have  about  10  or  15 

3  minutes  worth  of  stuff  to  say.    If  there's 

4  questions,  it  could  go  on. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  around  30 

6  minutes  or  so.    All  right,  the  budget,  David  is  not 

7  here.    We  could  estimate  10  minutes,  15,  20 

8  minutes.    All  right.    The  DEH  work,  probably  20 

9  minutes.    All  right.    The  RPM  report,  again,  that 

10  could  be  in  the  15  to  30-minute  range.  And 

11  Building  1349? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    I  think  that's 

13  going  to  be  removed  from  the  agenda.    I  would  like 

14  to  do  it  at  a  much  later  meeting. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right,  good. 

16  I  did  want  to  ask  one  other  question.    Are  there 

17  any  other  items  that  people  would  like  to  add  to 

18  this  agenda  or  changes  or  anything? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  just  have  a 

20  further  announcement.    Down  at  the  bottom  it  says 

21  that  there  will  be  information  available  on  the 

22  toxic  release  inventory.    We  put  some  pamphlet  and 

23  stuff  that  people  can  look  at  on  the  table  in  the 

24  back,  which  is  where  the  poster  is,  and  then  I  put 

25  one  copy  of  a  summary  booklet  back  there  for  people 
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1  to  flip  through  it.    And  it  basically  will  tell  you 

2  how  many  pounds  of  emissions  California  put  out,  or 

3  other  states.     It's  just  to  show  you  how  they 

4  summarize  the  data. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    This  is  an  EPA 

6  document? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    The  toxic 

8  release  inventory  is  required  by  law.    It  is  the 

9  reporting  of  releases  into  the  environment  of  toxic 

10  chemicals.    This  is  the  EPA  administrative  law. 

11  It's  an  EPA  document. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Great.  Thomas,, 

13  are  we  prepared  for  the  awards? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    Yes,  we  are. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Leeann,  please 

16  come  front  and  center.    As  you  recall,  for  those  of 

17  you  who  attended  a  couple  of  RAB  meetings  ago,  we 

18  gave  some  awards  of  appreciation  to  some  folks  for 

19  their  exceptional  contributions  to  the  success  of 

20  the  RAB.    Leeann  is  one  of  those  folks.    She  wasn't 

21  there  then,  so  we're  presenting  this  to  her  now. 

22  This  is  a  Certificate  of  Appreciation  Award 

23  to  Leeann  Lahren  for  her  dedicated  support  and  her 

24  widening  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board  Charters, 

25  streamlining  procedural  matters,  and  selecting  new 


1  members.    Miss  Lahren  played  a  key  role  in 

2  organizing  the  community  selection  committee,  which 

3  was  responsible  for  the  selection  of  13  new 

4  members.    Additionally,  she  took  the  lead  in 

5  evaluating  RAB  operating  procedures  in  helping  to 

6  develop  a  more  efficient  way  to  conduct  business. 

7  Her  efforts  are  in  keeping  with  the  finest 

8  conditions  of  volunteer  service.    Signed,  June 

9  11th,  1996,  Renard  H.  Marable,  Colonel,  U.S.  Army 

10  Garrison  Commander,  Fort  Lewis,  Washington. 

11  Congratulations,  Leeann. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  We're 

13  now  on  Item  No.  3,  the  Site  Tour  Finalization. 

14  Thomas,  is  that  something  you're  going  to  be 

15  talking  about? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    I  did  not  plan 

17  on  talking  about  it,  however,  I  do  know  the 

18  importance  of  trying  to  finalize  it.    We  did  not 

19  get  a  whole  lot  of  people  that  wanted  to 

20  participate.    We  did  the  tour  on  it  last  year  about 

21  this  time,  and  we  thought  it  would  be  a  good 

22  opportunity  for  all  the  new  members  who  might  be 

23  interested  in  seeing  some  of  the  sites  that  are 

24  being  cleaned  up  at  the  Presidio,  as  well  as 

25  finding  out  some  of  the  more  detailed  information 
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1  and  being  able  to  get  a  hands-on  look  at  what's 

2  going  on  out  there.    So  we  would  like  to  pick  a 

3  date  and  maybe  see  if  there  was  anyone  else  who 

4  might  be  interested  in  joining  the  tour. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Are 

6  there  any  members  here  tonight  that  would  like  to 

7  express  an  interest  in  a  tour? 

8  All  right.    So  do  we  have  a  sign-up  list 

9  again,  or  do  we  just  need  to  coordinate  the  time? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    Just  see  me  and 

11  I'll  take  your  name  down.    If  anyone  has  an  idea  of 

12  a  good  date  or  time,  that  was  another  thing  that 

13  was  kind  of  up  in  the  air. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  probably  need 

15  to  do  it  before  long  or  else  it  will  be  dark, 

16  unless  you  do  it  on  the  weekend. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    So  if  anyone 

18  has  any  ideas  about  that,  we  can  check  open  dates 

19  on  our  calendar  and  see  if  that  coincides  with  what 

20  people  are  doing. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Do  we  need  someone 

22  to  organize  this  from  the  community  or  just  have 

23  those  individuals  go  to  Thomas? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    We  had  a  couple 

25  of  lists,  so  we  have  the  people  on  the  list.  I 


Page  2 


1  think  what  is  holding  things  up  is  not  having  a 

2  date.    So  maybe  if  we  would  get  a  couple  of 

3  suggestions  then  maybe  we  could  contact  the  rest  of 

•e  people  and  finalize  it  that  way.    Would  that 
.  .^ork,  Thomas? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    That  would 

7  work.    I  was  thinking  of  September  dates,  since 

8  that's  when  we  did  it  last  year. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Then  the  following 

10  Saturday  after  that? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    The  7th?  I 

12  believe  that's  as  good  a  day  as  any.    I  would  guess 

13  it  would  be  in  the  afternoon,  early  afternoon, 

14  maybe  11:00,  10:00.    I'll  take  these  times  and  pass 

15  it  around  to  all  the  people  who  signed  up  and  see 

16  how  many  people  can  make  it  at  that  date.    And  then 

17  I'll  make  an  official  announcement  when  that  will 

18  take  place. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Thomas,  before 

20  you  finalize  the  date,  could  you  send  one  more  fax 

21  around  to  all  the  people  that  might  not  be  here  and 

22  see  if  any  of  them  would  like  to  go  when  there's  an 

23  actual  date  known? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:  Okay. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  We're 
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1  on  to  Item  No.  4.1.,  the  Review  Time  Discussion.  I 

2  think,  Jan,  you're  going  to  be  talking  about  this? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Right.    We  wrote 

4  a  letter  a  bit  ago  about  review  times  in  general, 

5  and  we  had  a  meeting  with  David.    I  was  there,  Saul 

6  Bloom  was  there  and  Doug  Kern  was  there.    And  I 

7  think  it  was  a  pretty  productive  meeting.     I  tried 

8  to  summarize  this  in  a  little  note  that  I  sent 

9  around  to  people  so  that  they  would  have  some  idea 

10  what  was  discussed.    What  I  wanted  to  do  at  this 

11  meeting  is  not  go  through  everything  but  sort  of 

12  shortly  summarize  it  and  see  what  people  think 

13  about  it,  if  they  think  it's  a  doable  process,  who 

14  wants  to  take  part  and  who  doesn't.    And,  I  guess, 

15  the  basic  question  first  is  if  they  want  to  do  the 

16  process. 

17  So  the  process  that  was  discussed  was  that 

18  the  Army  would  be  having  a  lot  of  conference  call 

19  meetings  where  they  would  be  discussing  the  various 

20  RI  issues  that  were  brought  up  in  the  responses, 

21  and  hopefully  resolving  them.    They  offered  members 

22  of  the  RAB  the  opportunity  to  attend  and 

23  participate  in  those  meetings.    I  think  it  was  more 

24  or  less  estimated  that  it  would  be  maybe  once  a 

25  week,  sometimes  less,  if  there  isn't  an  issue 
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1  that's  burning  to  be  resolved  right  then.    And  then 

2  the  RAB  members  would  not  necessarily  be  able  to 

3  actually  view  the  final  RI  document  with  our  sort 

4  of  normal  60,  whatever  day,  review  times  that  we've 

5  been  having  on  some  of  the  larger  documents. 

6  This  particular  model  is  attractive  to  some 

7  people  that  were  at  the  meeting.    They  thought  it 

8  would  allow  us  to  be  involved  in  the  entire 

9  process,  get  feedback  in  sooner,  find  out  if  there 

10  were  any  areas  where  there  was  just  disagreement. 

11  I  don't  know  if  I  have  any  strong  feelings  one  way 

12  or  the  other.    My  concern  is  that  it's  going  to 

13  have  to  be  organized  and  handled  very  carefully  to 

14  make  it  effective  and  make  it  a  good  communication 

15  tool,  which  means  we  need  a  lot  of  volunteers  so  we 

16  have  backup.    We  need  the  volunteers  to  be  willing 

17  to  summarize  the  meeting  into  some  kind  of  brief 

18  notes  or  something  and  send  that  around  to  RAB 

19  members  so  that  everybody  can  sort  of  keep  up  to 

20  speed  on  it.    We  also  need  to  be  able  to  make  sure 

21  there  is  coordination  and  long  enough  warning  of 

22  when  the  conference  call  is  going  to  be. 

So  what  I  was  interested  in  finding  out  from 
'c  .  people  at  this  meeting  is,  one,  if  they  wanted  to 
25  do  this  rather  than  have  a  90,  60,  or  whatever  day 
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1  review  time  on  the  RI  Document,  which  the  Army 

2  isn't  really  willing  to  have  us  do  anyway,  or  if 

3  they  want  to  do  this  process  plus  a  shorten  review 

4  time  of  a  couple  of  weeks  just  to  check  over  the 

5  document,  or  if  they  wanted  to  basically  just 

6  disagree  with  the  Army  and  not  do  this  process  and 

7  try  and  work  through  other  avenues  to  get  a  longer 

8  review  time. 

9  Those  are  basically  the  three  options  that  I 

10  see  that  people  might  want  to  consider.    So  I  think 

11  with  that,  I'd  sort  of  like  to  throw  it  open  to 

12  discussion  to  see  who  would  be  willing  and  capable 

13  of  participating  in  the  conference  call  process, 

14  who  likes  it,  who  doesn't  like  it. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  I  guess 

16  I  have  a  little  bit  of  a  question  of  clarification, 

17  wording  to  the  letter  that  David  sent  out  about  the 

18  new  schedule.    I  didn't  think  we  were  necessarily 

19  reviewing  the  RI  anymore.    You  were  going  to 

20  continue  to  produce  responses  to  see  these  sort  of 

21  incremental  --  taking  up  of  these  issues,  so  that 

22  we  would  be  apprised  and  learn  about  those 

23  discussions,  and  maybe  that's  what  you  were 

24  referring  to.    Then  there  was  going  to  be  a  final 

25  RI.    Then  there  was  going  to  be  some  response  to 
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its  on  the  Feasibility  Study,  and  the 
,ibility  Study  would  have  another  comment 

3  period. 

4  My  only  objection  to  that  is  that  the  comment 

5  period  on  that  extremely  major  document  is  set  for 

6  December  1st  to  December  30th,  which  is  an 

7  impossible  time,  as  a  practical  matter,  to  give 

8  good  attention  to  something  of  that  worth.    So  I, 

9  physically,  I  guess,  could  live  with  the  30  day, 

10  although  maybe  it  should  be  extended,  but  not 

11  December  1st  to  December  30th. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  also  noted  that 

13  the  timing  of  those  30  days  --  I  think  I  recall 

14  last  December  a  similar  thing  happening.  Other 

15  comments?   Well,  I  have  been  participating  in  the 

16  process.     I  attended  a  meeting  today.    There  have 

17  been  some  initial  glitches,  I  would  call  them,  in 

18  the  communication  process,  but  we're  trying  to 

19  clean  those  up.    And  I  think  it  will  be  --  it's 

20  useful  to  me.    I  can  pass  around  my  views  of  the 

21  meetings,  for  what  they're  worth. 

22  I  would  probably  like  to  see  other  folks,  if 

23  possible,  occasionally  attend  those  meetings  so  the 

24  entire  public  participation  doesn't  fall  on  one 

25  person.    But  if  that's  not  practical,  I  can 
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1  understand,  having  spent  six  hours  in  a  meeting 

2  today,  myself.    But  I  would  encourage  people. 

3  Perhaps  we  could  rotate  through  some  of  these 

4  meetings. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:     I  guess  I'd 

6  like  to  know,  can  we  change  the  period  from 

7  December  as  the  comment  period? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    I'd  have  to 

9  take  a  look  at  that  and  talk  with  John.    We  would 

10  consider  that  since  it's  right  there  in  December, 

11  like  the  RI  was  last  year. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Are  there  any 

13  other  people  that  would  like  to  volunteer  to  attend 

14  some  of  these  RI  meetings  if  we,  in  fact,  want  to 

15  have  them? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:     Well,  yes.  I 

17  mean,  I've  tried  to  be  selective  about  RPM  meetings 

18  and  there  are  a  couple  coming  up  that  I  plan  to 

19  attend.    I  haven't  been  able  to  attend  the  last  few 

20  though. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  think  one 

22  thing  that's  critical,  if  you're  encouraging  other 

23  members  of  the  RAB  to  attend,  that  there  be  a 

24  chronicle  of  the  minutes  carefully  kept  and 

25  disseminated  to  the  other  members,  otherwise  you're 
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1  arriving  cold  and  not  knowing  what  the  topics 

2  really  are. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  think  the 

4  things  that  people  agree  with,  if  they  did  do  this 

5  sort  of  as  a  RAB  representative,  they  would  try  to 

6  do  at  least  a  short  summary  of  minutes.    If  there 

7  wasn't  a  lot  of  things  resolved,  just  a  summary 

8  that  these  issues  were  discussed,  but  at  least 

9  telling  people  what  was  discussed.    It  doesn't  have 

10  to  be  anything  elaborate. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  understand  that 

12  the  Army's  side  is  also  going  to  prepare  minutes  of 

13  these  so  we  can  probably  combine  some  minutes 

14  together  to  send  out. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    At  this  point 

16  we  have  just  a  kind  of  executive  summary  of  all 

17  these  special  focuses,  if  you  will,  RI,  conference 

18  calls  and  other  meetings  that  have  taken  place  on 

19  site  here  with  John.    And  the  Dames  &  Moore  team 

20  have  been  out  here.    And  then,  in  addition  to  that, 

21  our  plan  is  to  list  what  comments  from  the  public 

22  or  regulators  were  resolved  during  each  one  of 

23  those  meetings. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    Is  that  on  the 

25  Web  site? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.     It's  still 

2  being  put  together  right  now.    What  we've  got 

3  together  right  now  is  the  summary  of  all  of  those 

4  meetings,  but  what  we  want  to  do  is  just  show  this 

5  was  a  comment,  #50,  of  DTSC,  here's  the  resolution 

6  that  was  derived  or  determined  on  at  the  meeting  of 

7  the  22nd  of  March  or  May,  or  whatever.    So  they'll 

8  kind  of  be  two  documents  that  go  hand  in  hand. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    It  would  be 

10  helpful  to  put  it  on  the  Web  site. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  if  Thomas 

12  wants  to  look  at  that  we'll  try  to  make  that 

13  happen. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  noticed  that 

15  Saul  just  came  in.    We're  talking  about  the  Review 

16  Time  Discussion  and  you  were  at  that  meeting.  And 

17  while  you  are  weren't  here,  I  hesitated  to 

18  volunteer  you.    We  have,  right  now,  Bob  and  Doug, 

19  that  have  sort  of  taken  the  role  of  being  the  RAB 

20  representative  on  the  RI  focus  meeting.    And  I  was 

21  wondering  if  you  would  also  want  to  share  the 

22  burden  on  that? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  think  what  I'll 

24  do  is  I'll  talk  to  my  staff  and  see  what  I  can  do, 

25  certainly. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I'm  sort  of 

2  getting  the  sense  that  people  want  to  try  this 

3  out.    Maybe  we  could  just  have  a  show  of  hands  and 

sn  we'll  have  Bob  and  Doug,  at  this  moment,  the 
-official  ones.    And  maybe  other  people  could  join 

6  in  who  would  be  interested  in  that  topic.    So  are 

7  people  interested  in  trying  this  project?    Yes  or 

8  no? 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Seems  to  be 

10  clear. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay.    So  then 

12  we  have  Bob  and  Doug,  as  sort  of  the  official 

13  representatives.    And  then  are  there  other  people 

14  who  would  like  to  be  notified  of  when  these 

15  meetings  are  happening  so  they  might  have  the 

16  opportunity  to  attend?    Arleen,  Molly,  Jane,  and 

17  Scott  Miller. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     I  like  the  idea 

19  of  people  alternating.    I  sat  in  on  an  eco  one  and 

20  I  didn't  have  any  reference  documents,  so  it  was 

21  kind  of  difficult  to  really  follow  that  particular 

22  discussion.    I  think  it's  really  helpful,  if  we  do 

23  participate,  that  we  have  the  source  documents  in 

24  front  of  us.    That  was  a  particularly  challenging 

25  discussion  for  me. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    On  to  the  next 

2  item,  the  Eco  Risk  Workshop.    And  who  will  be 

3  introducing  our  speaker? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  will  be  glad  to 

5  introduce  Ned.    You  all  know  me,  Michael  Work,  with 

6  EPA. 

7  Ned  Black  is  part  of  my  support  team  at  EPA, 

8  and  his  specialty  is  ecological  risk  assessment. 

9  And  we're  pretty  lucky  to  have  him  here  tonight. 

10  As  we  discussed  earlier,  the  presentation  is  going 

11  to  be  fairly  brief  so  we  can  leave  a  maximum  amount 

12  of  time  for  people  to  ask  questions. 

13  One  thing  I  want  to  emphasis.    I  know 

14  sometimes  --  well,  Ned  is  trying  to  stir  away  from 

15  technical  terms.    And  I  know  sometimes  people  don't 

16  want  to  ask  questions  because  they're  afraid  it 

17  will  reveal  their  ignorance  of  ecological  risk 

18  assessment.    Well,  don't  feel  that  way.    I  know 

19  nothing  about  it.    I  ask  stupid  questions  all  the 

20  time,  and  Ned  has  never  laughed  at  me,  yet.  So 

21  please,  don't  feel  intimidated  at  all  by  the 

22  subject  matter.    And  should  we  come  up  with 

23  questions,  which  is  possible,  that  Ned  can't  answer 

24  immediately,  I  offered  to  write  down  those 

25  questions  that  he  has  to  defer  and  we'll  get  back 
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1  to  you  either  at  another  RAB  meeting  or  to  each  of 

2  you  personally. 

3  MR.  BLACK:    Basically,  I'd  like  to 

4  cover  three  things.    Those  are  the  definitions  of 

5  what  ecological  risk  assessment  is,  and  something 

6  about  the  thought  process,  and  then  tell  you  the 

7  thought  process  that  goes  into  the  risk 

8  assessment. 

9  I  will  give  you  a  little  bit  of  background  on 

10  what  the  information  needs  are  for  and  ecological 

11  risk  assessment.    And  the  third  thing  is  address 

12  questions  that  you  have.    So  please,  as  Michael 

13  said,  as  I'm  going  along,  particularly  if  I  use  an 

14  acronym  or  an  abbreviation,  stop  me.    I'll  try  not 

15  to,  but  it's  ingrained  in  the  culture  of  regulators 

16  to  use  acronyms. 

17  So  the  first  thing  that  I'll  do  is  instead  of 

18  saying  "ecological  risk  assessment"  over  and  over, 

19  we'll  say  "eco  risk."  It's  much  shorter  and  takes 

20  up  less  time  here. 

21  Ecological  assessment,  or  eco  risk,  is  the 

22  process  where  we  determine  the  risk  at  some  site  to 

I  non-human  organisms  from  any  chemical 
k>,  contaminants  of  concern  that  have  been  released  at 
25  that  site.    It  is  also  the  process  of  determining 
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1  the  risk  to  all  non-human  organisms  from  any 

2  cleanup  that  is  proposed  for  a  site.    And  for  the 

3  latter  there,  the  model  is  that  during  some 

4  hearings  that  went  on  during  the  Vietnam  War, 

5  shortly  afterwards,  where  the  Air  Force  had  to  bomb 

6  a  village  in  Vietnam  in  order  to  save  it.    We  don't 

7  want  to  do  that  with  the  cleanup.    We  don't  want  to 

8  bomb  an  eco  system  in  order  to  remove  all  the 

9  contaminants.    It  doesn't  do  much  good. 

10  But  as  far  as  the  first  part,  or  the  main 

11  point  of  ecological  risk  --  some  of  you,  I  think, 

12  are  familiar  with  human  risk  assessment,  where  the 

13  end  product  is  a  single  number.    The  risk  of  cancer 

14  at  some  sites  is  one  in  a  million  or  one  in 

15  10,000.    There's  been  a  lot  of  work  put  into  human 

16  risk  assessment.    It  is  somewhat  of  a  more 

17  straightforward  process  because  there's  just  one 

18  organism  that  you're  working  with,  humans.    We  call 

19  them  receptors. 

20  In  eco  risk,  there  are  a  multitude  of 

21  organisms,  as  you  can  imagine.    And  the  end  result 

22  of  that  is  once  we  have  gone  through  the  eco  risk 

23  process  we  don't  come  out  with  single  numbers, 

24  easily  quantifiable.    We  come  out  with  qualitative 

25  assessment.    We  tell  the  risk  managers  that  the 
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1  risk  at  a  site  is  low,  medium  or  high  and  other 

2  gradations  of  grade  in  between.     So  I  just  wanted 

3  to  let  you  know  that  basic  part  of  it. 

4  As  far  as  this  diagram,  it  is  something 

5  called  a  VEN  Diagram.    If  none  of  you  are  familiar 

6  with  that,  it's  a  mathematical  concept  just 

7  displaying  the  interaction  or  the  intersection 

8  between  different  parts  of  the  world.    This  is  the 

9  VEN  Diagram  for  eco  risk.    There  are  three  parts  to 

10  eco  risk:    The  chemicals  of  concern  that  might  have 

11  been  released  into  the  environment;  the  potential 

12  receptors,  which  is  otherwise  known  as  all  the 

13  organisms  there  other  than  humans;  and  the  third 

14  part  that  you  have  to  have  for  an  ecological  risk 

15  assessment  is  some  connection  between  the  chemicals 

16  of  concerns  and  the  receptors,  and  so  we  can  call 

17  that  the  impact.    And  if  you're  missing  any  one  of 

18  these,  you  don't  have  eco  risk.    It's  easy  to 

19  imagine  where  you  might  be  missing  chemicals  of 

20  concern.    If  there  are  no  contaminants,  then 

21  there's  no  way  that  contaminants  can  have  an 

22  effect. 

23  Similarly,  a  lack  of  receptors  is  also,  at 

24  least,  a  fairly  straightforward  concept.  For 

25  instance,  if  your  contaminants  were  underneath  a 
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1  parking  lot  and  were  just  going  to  stay  there, 

2  well,  there  are  no  organisms  underneath  the  parking 

3  lot  in  particular,  other  than  some  soil  bacteria, 

4  and  nobody  cares  about  bacteria  except  me  and 

5  Harry.    We're  both  microbiologists,  originally.  But 

6  in  any  case,  as  I  say,  if  you  have  some 

7  contaminants  underneath  a  parking  lot,  there's  no 

8  receptor  there,  there's  no  eco  risk. 

9  The  third  breakdown  you  could  have  in 

10  achieving  ecological  risk  is  no  impact  or  no  means 

11  of  connection  between  your  chemicals  of  concern  and 

12  the  potential  receptors.    And  an  example  that  I 

13  have  thought  of  there  is  over  in  Mountain  Lake,  in 

14  addition  to  alligators,  they  have  pesticides,  at 

15  least  low  levels  of  pesticides,  down  in  the 

16  sediments  at  the  bottom  of  the  lake.    And  there  are 

17  also  raptors,  red-tailed  hawks,  that  might  even 

18  live  in  the  trees  around  the  lake. 

19  Now  we  know  that  if  pesticides  get  into 

20  raptors  that  interferes  with  their  reproduction. 

21  However,  at  least  as  far  as  the  pesticides  that  are 

22  in  the  sediment  of  Mountain  Lake,  we  don't  know  of 

23  a  mechanism  for  those  to  get  to  the  hawk,  because 

24  the  hawk  eats  mice,  for  instance,  and  mice  don't  go 

25  down  to  the  bottom  of  the  lake  and  come  back  up  and 


23 

1  get  eaten  by  a  hawk.    So  if  you  have  all  three  then 

2  you  get  --  you're  in  that  little  sort  of  triangular 

3  place  in  the  middle  where  all  three  circles 

4  intersect,  and  you  have  ecological  risk. 

5  Once  I  get  data  that  pertains  to  all  three, 

6  then  I  make  some  assessment,  or  in  large  part,  what 

7  I  do  is  review  assessments  that  other  people  have 

8  made  for  their  accuracy  and  believabi lity  and  we 

9  tell  the  managers  we  think  there's  low  risk  there, 

10  we  think  there's  medium  risk  there,  or  we  think 

11  there's  high  risk. 

12  What  we  need,  to  make  that  assessment,  is 

13  information  about  all  three  components  of 

14  ecological  risk.    For  instance,  site  info.    We  need 

15  information  about  the  contaminants  at  a  site.  For 

16  instance,  we  know,  as  I  said,  there's  pesticides  in 

17  the  sediments  of  Mountain  Lake  because  the  Army  has 

18  gone  out  and  sampled  there,  sampled  those 

19  sediments.    And  they  sampled  at  Lobos  Creek.  They 

20  sampled  all  over  the  site.    They  analyzed  those 

21  samples  and  told  us  what  chemicals  were  present. 

22  In  terms  of  other  site  information,  we  need 

23  to  know  about  what  receptors  are  present.  I'd 

24  encourage  you  to  go  on  the  site  walk  that  you  were 

25  talking  about  earlier.    I  go  on  every  site  walk  I 
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1  get  the  chance  to  here  at  the  Presidio  because  it's 

2  a  very  pleasant  way  to  spend  my  working  day.  But 

3  we  work  when  we  do  it.    For  instance,  we  get  some 

4  very  important  information  out  of  site  walks. 

5  We  were  on  a  site  walk  a  few  months  ago  where 

6  we  were  up  in  Tennessee  Hollow  with  the  Park 

7  Service  plant  specialist,  and  they  were  showing  us 

8  where  the  clarkia,  the  Presidio  clarkia  grows.  It 

9  appears  that  there's  a  landfill  up  there,  or 

10  there's  a  couple  of  landfills  up  there.  And 

11  Landfill  No. 2  is  in  proximity  to  where  clarkia 

12  grows,  but  as  far  as  we  can  tell  the  clarkia  does 

13  not  grow  on  the  fill  itself,  on  the  cover  of  the 

14  landfill.    It  grows  on  the  bear  serpentine  hillside 

15  above  the  landfill. 

16  So  what  that  says  there  is  when  we're  talking 

17  about  the  receptors  there  of  the  endangered 

18  clarkia,  particularly  because  it's  above  the 

19  landfill,  there  is  not,  for  instance,  an  easily 

20  imaginable  connection  from  the  clarkia  growing 

21  above  the  landfill.    I'm  talking  about  one  specific 

22  example  here.    And  also  remediation  of  that 

23  landfill  would  not  --  if  it  was  done  carefully, 

24  would  not  endanger  those  clarkia. 

25  Another  thing  we  need  to  know  about  sites  is 
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1  what  sort  of  habitat  there  is  because  we  also  have 

2  to  protect  the  habitats  --  for  instance,  wetlands, 

3  and  also,  what  we  can  expect  to  find  on  a  site. 

Other  major  sources  of  information  that  we 
b  want  to  get  --  and  I'm  actually  getting  close  to 

6  the  end  here  of  what  I  had  planned  to  say  --  is 

7  information  from  the  literature,  the  scientific 

8  literature,  for  instance,  about  the  expected 

9  behavior  of  contaminants  in  the  field.    There  are 

10  groundwater  contaminant  plumes  under  Crissy  Field 

11  which  are  in  proximity  of  the  area  that's  going  to 

12  be  turned  into  a  salt  marsh. 

13  There  is  a  lot  of  information    in  the 

14  literature  on  how  we  can  expect  contaminants  to 

15  move  in  groundwater,  particularly,  the  petroleum 

16  and  the  chlorinated  solvents,  petroleum 

17  hydrocarbons  and  chlorinated  solvents  that  are  in 

18  these  groundwater  plumes.    So  we  can  take  that 

19  information  and  ultimately  make  some  prediction  as 

20  to  how  we  would  expect  those  contaminants  to 

21  migrate,  if  they  will,  into  the  marsh,  once  the 

22  marsh  is  created. 

23  Another  area  of  information  we  want  to  get 

24  out  of  the  literature  is  the  expected  toxicity  of 

25  the  contaminants  in  either  known  receptors  from  the 
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1  site  or  model  receptors.    That  is  to  say,  animals 

2  or  plants  that  are  similar  to  ones  we  find  at  the 

3  site.    And  the  expected  toxicity  can  be  --  the  term 

4  that  we  use  for  that  is  benchmarks  or  toxicity  of 

5  reference  values. 

6  We  had  a  long  and  interesting  conversation 

7  today  about  toxicity  reference  values.    But  those 

8  are  simply  concentrations  of  contaminants  in  the 

9  environment,  which  is,  if  what  we  see  is  greater 

10  than  that,  we  expect  there  to  be  some  effect  to 

11  receptors  or  organisms  present. 

12  And  the  other  thing  that  we  wanted  to  know  we 

13  can  get  from  the  literature,  what  organisms  we  can 

14  expect  to  find,  particularly  protected  species.  We 

15  go  out  and  do  a  site  walk  and  look  for  what  sort  of 

16  habitats  there  are  and  we  can  match  that  up  with 

17  the  known  habitats  of  particular  endangered 

18  species. 

19  For  instance,  the  spotted  owl.    As  far  as  I 

20  know  --  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong  --  the  National 

21  Park  Service,  or  anyone,  I  don't  think  we  have  any 

22  spotted  owl  habitats  in  the  Presidio.    So  we  would 

23  not  expect  to  find  spotted  owls  here.    There  are 

24  other  endangered  organisms,  definitely. 

25  So  that,  in  a  nutshell,  as  it  were,  is  the 
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1  sort  of  thing  that  I  do  regularly,  and  we  try  to 

2  look  for  in  an  ecological  risk  assessment. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Have  you  been 

4  involved  in  the  most  recent  work  on  BEH? 

5  MR.  BLACK:    I  have  not  been  involved 

6  in  that,  in  large  part  because  I  was  out  of  town 

7  for  the  meeting  we  had  last  week. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     I  was  just 

9  curious  to  know  what,  if  any,  streamlining  --  what 

10  efforts  have  been  done  or  what  practices  EPA  has 

11  brought  to  bear  to  speed  up  the  effort  in  its 

12  research? 

13  MR.  BLACK:     I  don't  know  of  any. 

14  Michael,  can  you  address  that? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Ned  has  not  been 

16  involved  in  the  DEH  effort  partly  because  we've 

17  been  kind  of  accelerating  it. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Let  me 

19  interrupt  that.    I  think  that  might  be  more 

20  appropriate  to  talk  about  after  we  talk  a  little 

21  bit  about  the  DEH.    I  imagine  there  are  several 

22  oeople  in  here  who  may  not  be  familiar  with  where 

are  with  DEH  and  the  sorts  of  activities  that 

24  are  going  on.    I  think  it's  a  very  good  question  to 

25  highlight,  and  we  should  come  back  to  that  question 
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1  and  talk  about  it. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  questions? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:      You  said  you 

4  couldn't  quantify,  come  up  with  a  single  number. 

5  You  could  qualify,  low,  medium  and  high  risk.  But 

6  don't  you  have  to  go  through  and  do  that  for  each 

7  organism? 

8  MR.  BLACK:    What  we  do  is  we  pick 

9  representative  organisms  from  what  you  might  call 

10  different  guilds.    Let's  talk  about  birds.  First 

11  there's  the  question  of  all  birds.    What  is  the 

12  risk  to  birds?   We'll  break  that  down  into  raptors, 

13  that  is  to  say  predators.    And  then  water  fowl  and 

14  ground  feeding  terrestrial  birds.    And  then  you 

15  could  break  those  down  into  insectivores  and  plant 

16  eaters. 

17  So  this  is  just  a  rough  sketch.    You  might 

18  have  four  guilds  of  bird  that  we're  looking  at, 

19  raptors,  water  fowl,  insectivores  terrestrial  and 

20  plant  eating  terrestrials.    And  then  from  each  one 

21  of  those  we  might  want  to  pick  one  individual 

22  species  to  look  at  as  being  representative  of  the 

23  entire  guild  and  look  at  the  effects  of  the 

24  contaminants  of  concern  on  that  species. 

25  So  you're  right,  we  don't,  in  fact,  attempt 
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1  to  go  through  the  thought  process  or  all  of  the 

2  thousands  of  species  out  there.    Ue  do  cut  it  down 

3  quite  a  bit.    But  the  technology,  for  want  of  a 

4  better  work,  still  to  come  up  with  a  quantitative 

5  risk  assessment  just  doesn't  exist. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Are  you  saying 

7  "guild,"  g-u-i-l-d? 

8  MR.  BLACK:  Yes. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    You  said  you  had 

10  a  list  of  endangered  species  for  the  Presidio.  Are 

11  any  of  those  wildlife  or  birds?    And  the  second 

12  question,  the  other  one  is,  I've  been  mystified  by 

13  how  you  assess  ecological  effect,  whether  there's 

14  standardization  of  effect.    The  question  came  up 

15  when  I  was  reviewing  information  on  one  particular 

16  site.    I  don't  understand  if  there's  a  standardized 

17  kind  of  effect  that  you  look  at  to  kind  of 

18  establish  an  apples  to  apples  comparison,  or  is  it 

19  one  effect  for  one  species  even  if  it's  in  the  same 

20  guild,  if  you  will,  and  another  effect  for  another 

21  species. 

22  Take  the  case  of  a  tree.    Do  you  look  at,  for 

23  instance,  the  wilting  of  the  tree  for  the  mortality 

24  of  the  tree?    Is  there  a  standardized  set  of 

25  effects  that  you  look  at? 
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1  MR.  BLACK:    No.    If  you  take  the 

2  question  mark  out  of  your  question  you've  pretty 

3  much  described  what  we  have  to  do.    We  look  at 

4  different  effects  for  different  species,  but  also, 

5  for  one  species,  we  look  at  a  range  of  effects, 

6  what  you  might  expect  to  see  from  the  contaminants 

7  and  essentially  make  a  prediction.    Is  contaminant 

8  X  present  in  sufficient  quantities  or 

9  concentrations,  and  is  there  a  means  for  effect,  a 

10  receptor,  to  get  any  range  of  harmful  effects? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    And  you  look  at 

12  that  bundle  of  effects  and  say  that's  high,  medium 

13  or  low,  is  that  bundle  of  effects  standardizable? 

14  MR.  BLACK:    My  opinion  is  that  it  is 

15  not.    That  it  conies  down  to  professional  judgment. 

16  The  one  thing  I  did  just  remember  is  on  the 

17  back  side  of  this  is  this  nice  little  flow  chart. 

18  And  this  is  just  to  let  you  know  that  we  do,  in 

19  fact,  have  a  sophisticated  and  complicated  process 

20  that  we  go  through  when  we  do  ecological  risk 

21  assessment.    This  is  it.    Lots  of  nice  decision 

22  points  and  places  where  we  can  go  back  if  it  hasn't 

23  been  successful  or  if  we  haven't  gotten  as  much 

24  information  as  we  wanted  to.    I  didn't  intend  to  go 

25  through  this  unless  someone  wants  me  to. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Where  in  this 

2  chart,  say,  is  the  RI  for  the  Presidio? 

3  MR.  BLACK:    We  would  actually  be  in 

4  the  neighborhood  of  Phase  4.    And  that  is  part  and 

5  parcel  of  the  ecological  risk  assessment.  You 

6  couldn't  get  me  to  testify  that  we  are  in  Phase  4, 

7  but  we  are  certainly  in  that  neighborhood. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Are  there  any 

9  endangered  wildlife  or  birds? 

10  MR.  BLACK:    Yes,  they  are.    I  have 

11  the  list  here.    The  brown  pelican.    This  is  in 

12  terms  of  federal  or  state  endangered.    The  bald 

13  eagle.    The  brown  pelican  is  common;  the  bald  eagle 

14  is  rare,  in  terms  of  their  occurrence  at  the 

15  Presidio.    Peregrine  falcon,  uncommon.  Snowy 

16  clover,  uncommon.    The  marlet  is  uncommon.  That's 

17  the  short  list.    If  you  want  to  look  at  this 

18  document,  please  do. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Thank  you. 

20  MR.  BLACK:    You're  welcome.    This  is 

21  just  animals.   And  you  also  asked  about  -- 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    That  was  fine, 

23  in  terms  of  answering  my  question. 

24  MR.  BLACK:    I  went  through  the  list 

25  of  all  the  birds,  amphibians,  reptiles  and 
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1  mammals.    There  are  some  other  organisms  which  are 

2  on  other  lists  besides  the  federal  or  state 

3  endangered  species  list.    For  instance,  things  like 

4  the  California  Native  Plant  Society  has  their  own 

5  endangered  species  list. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  my 

7  question  actually  is  probably  one  of  those 

8  questions  that  maybe  you  could  record  and  get  back 

9  later.    One  of  the  chemicals  that  I  had  a  hard  time 

10  thinking  about,  in  terms  of  ecological  risk  at  the 

11  Presidio,  is  thallium.    And  it's  difficult, 

12  actually,  with  respect  to  all  three  of  your  symbols 

13  up  there  because  the  quality  of  the  data  is  not 

14  always  good.    And  when  it  is  determined  to  be 

15  present  there  are  several  sites  where  it  is  found 

16  in  concentrations  --  well,  this  is  a  difficult 

17  question  to  answer  --  may  or  may  not  be  at 

18  concentrations  that  exceed  some  TRV  value  or  some 

19  ecological  risk  concern. 

20  And  my  research  is  to  try  to  determine  what 

21  those  kinds  of  levels  are  or  what  kind  of 

22  ecological  risk  the  chemical  presents,  and  which 

23  has  not  been  the  most  fruitful.    And  so,  if  you 

24  have  information,  or  if  you  could  put  that  chemical 

25  on  your  radar  screen  when  you  are  looking  at  the 
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1  ecological  risk  analyses  at  different  sites,  that's 

2  what  I  would  do. 

3  MR.  BLACK:    There's  an  EPA  database 
ecological  toxicity  data  called  Acquire.  It's 

-j  ■iot  particularly  user  friendly  and  I've  only  been 

6  in  it  a  couple  of  times  at  demonstrations,  but  I 

7  was  actually  going  to  sit  down  today  and  actually 

8  try  to  get  in  it  today  on  my  own  from  my  work 

9  station.    It's  high  on  my  lists  of  things  that  I 

10  want  to  do,  because  I  need  to  do  it  for  a  number  of 

11  different  sites.    And  I'll  use  thallium  as  my 

12  practice. 

13  BOARDHEMBER  RE  IN HARD:  Okay. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Jan  and  then 

15  Leeann.    We're  about  two  minutes  to  30  minutes. 

16  BOARDHEMBER  BAXTER:    You  were  talking 

17  about  how  you  come  out  with  only  a  qualitative 

18  assessment  at  the  end  of  your  process. 

19  MR.  BLACK:  Yes. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  my  question 

21  is  how  do  you  go  from  that  qualitative  assessment 

22  to  a  cleanup  number  that's  protective  of  the 

23  species,  which  is  generally  one  number  or  one 

24  number  per  species?    What  is  the  process? 

25  MR.  BLACK:    One  thing  we  do  is  debate 
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1  the  heck  out  of  it  as  to  what  the  cleanup  levels 

2  should  be.    But  in  an  ideal  world  they  might  simply 

3  reflect  the  toxicity  reference  values.    If  a 

4  particular  cleanup  could  be  done  without  damaging 

5  the  environment,  the  cleanup  itself  damaging  the 

6  environment,  then  it  would  be  the  most  sense  to  go 

7  out  and  remove  the  contaminant  down  to  the  level 

8  where  the  most  sensitive  organisms  that  were 

9  present  that  were  either  legally  or  culturally 

10  important  would  not  be  affected. 

11  Now  we  don't  live  in  an  ideal  world. 

12  Cleanups  themselves  disrupt  the  habitat  and  there 

13  are  also  cost  considerations.    Fortunately,  that 

14  decision  is  not  mine. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  about  how 

16  many  cleanup  numbers  might  you  be  called  upon  to 

17  give  for  a  site?    Let's  just  say,  for  fun,  10 

18  receptors  that  you're  worried  about,  would  you 

19  develop  10  separate  cleanup  numbers  by  going 

20  through  that  process  that  you're  talking  about,  or 

21  would  you  try  to  do  just  one? 

22  MR.  BLACK:    We  would  first  try  to 

23  figure  out  which  was  the  targeted  receptor  that  we 

24  were  going  to  cleanup  for,  and  just  go  through  the 

25  process  once,  that  would  make  the  most  sense. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Maybe  you  could 

2  define  "target  risk." 

3  MR.  BLACK:    Well,  it  could  be  the 

4  most  sensitive  but  there  could  be  other 

5  considerations. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER :    So  somebody  has 

7  to  tell  you,  like  the  Army,  or  Michael,  or  the  RAB, 

8  or  somebody,  has  to  say,  "we  want  this  to  be  a 

9  target  receptor"?    Or  do  you  choose  that  based  on 

10  the  science? 

11  MR.  BLACK:     I  don't  choose  that, 

12  although  I  participate  in  that  decision.    But  the 

13  RAB  participates  in  that  decision,  the  Army 

14  participates,  certainly  the  other  regulatory 

15  agencies.    Both  the  RPMs  at  the  regulatory 

16  agencies,  and  my  colleagues  who  do  the  eco  risk. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  is  there  a 

18  list  of  potentially  at-risk  receptors  at  the 

19  Presidio  sites  that  maybe  the  RAB  could  get  so  we 

20  could  take  a  look  through  and  see  what  receptors  we 

21  thought  were  important  at  each  site? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Well,  I'm  thinking 
ck  to  our  discussion  today  where  we  talked  about 

2"t  various  benchmark  values  for  various  organisms.  Of 
25  course,  we  were  making  decisions  like,  can  we 
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1  substitute  a  minks  for  a  raccoon,  because  we  have 

2  so  much  literature  on  a  minks,  there's  a  lot  of 

3  this  type  of  discussion  that  goes  on. 

4  We  have  this  list  of  benchmark  values  that's 

5  in  draft  form,  and  I  don't  want  to  give  you  the 

6  idea  that  all  of  those  organisms  are  present  on  the 

7  Presidio.    One  of  the  ones  we're  looking  at  is 

8  chickens.    But  I  think  that  information  is 

9  certainly  available  to  the  RAB,  and  RAB  members 

10  today  probably  got  copies  of  the  handout. 

11  MR.  BLACK:    There  is  a  list  of 

12  receptors  that  has  been  agreed  upon  for  the 

13  Presidio  that  we  use  to  make  our  decisions.  Those 

14  are  things  like  the  Peregrine  falcon,  raccoons. 

15  What  we  settled  on  most  recently  is  the  small 

16  mammal,  mice. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Is  that 

18  someplace  where  we  can  get  that  easily  like  on  a 

19  sheet  or  two  where  we  have  one  like  you  were 

20  talking  about  Michael,  and  then  the  ones  that  Ned 

21  was  talking  about,  the  ones  that  you're  discussing 

22  with  the  receptors  and  the  ones  you  agreed  upon? 

23  MR.  BLACK:    The  list  of  receptors, 

24  certainly,  that  we  agreed  upon  is  a  single,  short 

25  table,  that  would  be  easy  to  pass  out.  The 
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^    jxicity  reference  values,  as  Michael  was  saying, 

2  includes  a  number  of  more  model  receptors.  For 

3  instance,  most  research  has  been  done  on  chickens 

4  and  minks  and  rats,  none  of  which  might  be  actual 

5  organisms  that  live  here  at  the  Presidio. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  can  make  this 

7  available. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    What  I 'm  getting 

9  at  is  if  we  get  the  surrogate,  how  do  we  relate  it 

10  back  to  the  list  of  what's  on  the  Presidio?  Is 

11  there  a  way  that  we  can  get  that  information, 

12  either  concurrently  with  your  discussion  right 

13  after  you  decide,  or  even  before  you  have  decided, 

14  so  that  we  can  be  involved  in  it  and  know  what  is 

15  going  to  be  substituted  for  what? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  have  the 

17  receptor  list  and  a  whole  length  of  studies 

18  regarding  the  various  receptors.    A  lot  of  the 

19  studies  out  there  don't  relate  to  the  species,  so 

20  you  have  to  extrapolate  from  the  chickens  to  the 

21  American  robin,  or  something  like  that.    So  you're 

22  going  to  see  a  bunch  of  studies  out  there.  You 

23  relate  to  rats,  minks,  chickens,  sheep,  dogs,  all 

24  the  things  like  that  you  just  have  to  look  at  those 

25  studies  and  see  the  quality  of  those,  study  a 
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1  particular  receptor  that  is  closest  to  that 

2  particular  species. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     Is  there  a  way 

4  that  you  could  group  those  together,  that  we  don't 

5  maybe  use,  and  maybe  pass  that  type  of  list  around 

6  to  us? 

7  MR.  BLACK:    That  is  the  object  of 

8  coming  up  with  the  toxicity  reference  values  list; 

9  we  don't  have  that  yet. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  before  you 

11  make  your  final  decision  if  that  could  be 

12  available? 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  need  to  move 

14  this,  but  I  think  the  point  is  well  taken.  And 

15  we're  going  to  try  to  get  some  of  this  information 

16  back  out  to  you  folks. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:     I'm  happy  to 

18  take  my  answer  off  the  record.    I  was  interested 

19  in  --  you've  been  talking  about  all  of  these 

20  various  studies  and  I'm  interested  in  how  a  group 

21  like  EPA  comes  to  deciding  which  studies  were 

22  credible  and  which  aren't,  and  what  that  database 

23  information  looks  like. 

24  MR.  BLACK:    What  we  do  is,  we  sit 

25  down  with  what  is  called,  BTAG,  which  is,  the 
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1  Biological  Technical  Assistance  Group.    It  is 

2  people  like  myself,  people  from  all  of  the 

3  regulatory  agencies  in  the  area.    The  point  is, 

4  that  we're  hired  to  be  ecologists  first.    We  have  a 

5  background  in  ecology  and  most  of  us  went  to  grad 

6  school  and  you  learn  to  read  papers  and  critique 

7  them  and  recognize  what  is  good  science.    That's  a 

8  big  part  of  grad  school  and  science. 

9  And  so  we  duplicate  that  process.    We  were 

10  sitting  around  and  we  came  up  with       we  had  a 

11  stack  of  papers  that  were  describing  different 

12  studies  for  toxicity  reference  values  and  we  just 

13  go  through  them.    And  there  are  these  technical 

14  problems  with  these  studies,  but  there  are  these 

15  good  points,  and  we  weigh  that  against  the  same 

16  judgment  on  other  studies.    And  then  we  debate  it 

17  for  a  while  and  see  what  we  can  all  agree  on. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Do  you  find  that 

19  most  of  these  studies  are  produced  for  groups? 

20  MR.  BLACK:    We  concentrate  on  studies 

21  that  are  in  the  peer-reviewed  literature.    So  that 

22  should  filter  out  studies  that  were  done  in  a 

23  biased  fashion.    Either  peer-reviewed  literature  or 

24  government  funded  studies. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I'd  like  to  thank 
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1  Ned  for  coming  here  tonight  and  giving  us  your 

2  words  of  wisdom.    Perhaps  you  might  be  able  to 

3  remain  for  the  people  and  they  could  ask  you 

4  questions  at  the  break.    Thank  you. 

5  We're  on  to  the  budget. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    A  lot  of  folks 

7  have  been  wondering  about  this  budget  and  how  it 

8  works.    So  my  goal  tonight  is  to  demystify  that  and 

9  simply  kind  of  explain.    So  I'm  going  to  start  at 

10  the  very  big  macro  level  and  work  it  all  the  way 

11  down  here  to  the  Presidio  to  hopefully  give  you  a 

12  better  understanding  of  what  we  do  here  at  the 

13  Presidio  with  the  budget. 

14  So  simple  math,  income,  minus  spending, 

15  yields  a  surplus  or  a  deficit.    Okay,  here's  our 

16  deficit  problem.    We're  looking  at  about  4.7 

17  trillion-dollar  debt.    If  we  don't  do  anything 

18  about  it,  it  could  be  around  nine  trillion  by 

19  2005.    So  what  happened  is,  three  smart  guys, 

20  Warren  Rudman,  Fritz  Hoi  lings,  and  Phil  Graham  got 

21  together  and  they  developed  this  Balance  Budget 

22  Deficit  Control  Act.    And  they  said,  "We  want  to 

23  set  deficit  targets  for  five  years". 

24  And  then  later  on  additional  legislation  was 

25  passed  called  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  which 
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1  limits  discretionary  funding  and  requires  the  U.S. 

2  Government  --  just  like  we  do  in  our  own  households 

3  --to  pay  as  you  go.    You  want  to  buy  a  new  tank, 

a  new  M1A1,  120  millimeter  smooth-board  cannon, 
^  with  a  depleted  uranium  round,  it  will  cost  about 

6  2.6  million;  you  have  to  come  up  with  2.6  million. 

7  And  Congress  agreed  to  balance  the  budget  in  seven 

8  years. 

9  So  those  deficit  targets  for  five  years 

10  turned  out  to  be  these  numbers.    And  these  are  all, 

11  of  course,  in  billions  of  dollars  because  we're 

12  talking  about  the  U.S.  Government  and  we  only  do 

13  things  in  billions  of  dollars,  and  that's  what  we 

14  came  up  with.    So  FY96  through  the  year  2000. 

15  So  if  you  remember  back  from  that  first 

16  little  equation,  income,  minus  spending  yields  a 

17  surplus  or  a  deficit.    So  they  had  to  figure  out 

18  where  are  we  going  to  get,  or  how  much  income  are 

19  we  going  to  have  to  have  to  meet  this  five  year 

20  deficit  projection.    So  these  are  the  numbers  they 

21  came  up  with  for  income. 

22  The  next  thing  they  had  to  figure  out  since 

23  we  set  these  deficits,  they  figured  out  how  much 

24  deficit  we  needed  to  have  in  five  years  to  get  to 

25  balancing  the  budget  in  seven  years.    We  knew  how 
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1  much  money  the  government  was  going  to  take  in.  So 

2  we  figured  out  what  the  income  was.    So  we  just  did 

3  the  math  and  they  have  said,  okay,  this  is  how  much 

4  we  can  spend  every  year  to  get  to  those  levels  and 

5  that's  where  that  next  light  comes  in.  Everybody 

6  with  me?  Okay. 

7  The  next  thing  we  had  to  look  at  was  we  have 

8  spending  budget  categories.    These  are  our  spending 

9  budget  categories  for  the  U.S.  Government.  You'll 

10  see  social  security,  medicare,  medicaid,  means, 

11  tested  entitlement  steps,  welfare,  AFDC.  Other 

12  entitlements  are  farm  subsidies,  and  then,  of 

13  course,  interest  on  the  debts.    So  we  have  to  pay 

14  back  the  interest  on  our  debt.    So  we  have  this 

15  nondiscretionary  total  of  67  percent,  okay?  Nobody 

16  wants  to  touch  these  things.    Ask  Bob  Dole;  ask 

17  Bill  Clinton.    So  nobody  wants  to  mess  with  these 

18  things,  okay?    And  you  remember  back  to  that 

19  earlier  slide  I  had,  I  think  it  was  on  Page  3,  the 

20  Budget  Enforcement  Act  says  we  need  to  limit 

21  discretionary  funding,  in  other  words,  these  two 

22  things  we  need  to  limit.    Nobody  wants  to  mess  with 

23  these  up  here.    So  we  have  to  limit  non-defense 

24  programs  and  defense  programs. 

25  So  knowing  that,  that's  what  is  going  to  be 
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1  cut,  or  that's  what  is  going  to  be  shifted  around 

2  in  order  to  meet  these  requirements  of  the  Budget 

3  Deficit  Control  Act  that  resulted  in  the  Department 

4  of  Defense  FY97  Budget.    And  these  percentages  for 

5  FY97  are  pretty  accurate.    I  got  these  from  the 

6  Pentagon. 

7  So  you  can  see  what  the  breakdown  is  for  the 

8  various  services  in  the  Department  of  Defense.  And 

9  what  that  amounted  to  for  the  Army,  the  Army's 

10  slice  of  the  pie  for  the  FY97  budget  was  as 

11  follows:    Approximately  70  billion  and 

12  approximately  2.2  percent  of  the  Army's  budget  is 

13  for  environmental  programs;  that's  all 

14  environmental  programs.    It  is  about  1.54  billion 

15  dollars.    And  that  2.2  percent  is  roughly  about  -- 

16  at  least,  what  I  have  been  told  from  the  guys  I  got 

17  this  information  from  --  is  typically  the  industry 

18  or  the  commercial,  I  don't  know.  Chevron,  whatever, 

19  they  spend  about  2.2  percent  of  their  budget  on 

20  environmental  stuff.    The  Army  spends  about  2.2 

21  percent  of  their  budget  on  environmental  stuff.  So 

22  it's  kind  of  similar  to  what's  happening  out  there 

the  industry. 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    How  does  that 
25  compare  to  last  year? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  don't  know. 

2  I  would  suspect  that  it's  probably  less,  but 

3  probably  not  a  whole  lot  less  from  1997  to  1996. 

4  The  big  difference  went  from  1995  to  1996.  That's 

5  when  there  was  a  significant  dropoff. 

6  So  of  the  environmental  budget,  these  are  the 

7  various  areas  where  money  is  typically  disbursed. 

8  And  I  was  unable  to  get  percentages  on  these,  but  I 

9  did  want  to  show  you  the  type  of  areas  where  money 

10  is  allocated  for  environmental,  conservation,  BRAC 

11  compliance,  cleanup  pollution,  prevention,  research 

12  development,  that  type  of  thing. 

13  Now  to  help  further  explain  some  of  this 

14  stuff,  now  that  you  know  how  we  got  to  the  budget, 

15  what  Congress  is  doing,  how  the  Department  of 

16  Defense  got  allocated  its  slice  of  the  pie,  how  the 

17  Army  got  allocated  its  slice  of  the  pie,  I  want  to 

18  just  shift  gears  a  little  bit  and  just  focus  how  we 

19  get  this  down  to  what  happens  here  at  the 

20  Presidio. 

21  So  let's  talk  about  some  funding  terms  you 

22  should  know  and  the  budget.    The  President's  budget 

23  is  sent  to  Congress  for  review  and  approval  each 

24  budget  year.    He  does  that  every  February.  Every 

25  February  the  President  submits  his  budget  to 
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1  Congress.    So  this  being  1996,  calendar  year  1996, 

2  in  February  of  this  year  the  President  submitted 

3  his  budget  for  1997.    FYDP,  the  Future  Year  Defense 

4  Plan.    The  next  six  years  after  the  President's 

5  budget.    And  POM  is  the  Program  Objective 

6  Memorandum,  which  is  the  process  for  reviewing  the 

7  six-year  plan  and  making  the  necessary 

8  adjustments. 

9  Let  me  just  briefly  highlight  what  the  POM 

10  process  is.    It's  a  process  initiated  through 

11  defense  planning  guidance.    It  establishes 

12  conditions  for  requirements.    And  this  is 

13  specifically  now  for  environmental,  and  it's,  for 

14  example,  as  you  see  there,  to  cleanup  and  to  meet 

15  reuse  dates.    So  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 

16  Army  and  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  they  provide 

17  additional  guidance  down  through  the  major 

18  commands. 

19  Okay.    Just  continuing  on  with  a  little 

20  further  highlight  of  this  POM  process,  it  also 

21  identifies  resources  required  to  meet  defense 

22  planning  guidance  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  to 

23  the  Army  guidance.  Balances  the  Army-wide  competing 

24  programs  against  the  total  obligation,  and 

25  establishes  financial  control  for  all  Army  programs 
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1  over  this  Future  Year  Defense  Plan. 

2  In  the  budget  process,  based  on  those 

3  definitions  and  those  funding  terms,  you  should 

4  know  this  is  the  current  budget  process,  this  is 

5  what  it  looks  like.    FY95  last  year.    FY96  this 

6  year.    FY97  a  budget  year,  remember  that's  the  one 

7  the  President  submitted  in  February.    FY98  to  2003 

8  is  a  Future  Year  Defense  Plan.    So  POM  1998,  the 

9  review  in  just  that  Future  Year  Defense  Plan  starts 

10  with  FY98,  which  is  upcoming  budget  year. 

11  So  what  does  all  this  boil  down  to?  This 

12  boils  down  into  the  BRAC  Environmental  Funding 

13  Strategy  for  the  Department  of  the  Army,  to 

14  complete  cleanups  so  as  not  to  interfere  with 

15  reuse.    This  is  a  DOD  guidance.    It's  not 

16  necessarily  the  Army's  guidance  but  I  put  it  up 

17  here  just  so  you  can  get  an  idea.    So  we're  talking 

18  operational  closure  plus  eight  years  to  complete 

19  all  cleanups.    That  means  remedial  actions  either 

20  completed  or  in  place.    Obviously,  for  some  types 

21  of  cleanups  you  might  have  long-term  monitoring. 

22  This  is  an  interesting  one  for  guidance,  the 

23  federal  transfers,  stretching  out  investments  using 

24  risk  management.    It's  kind  of  what  we're  trying  to 

25  do  right  now  to  stretch  out  that  investment,  to 
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1  look  at  ways  we  can  maximize  use  of  our  resources 

2  over  a  longer  period  of  time  based  on  the  reuse 

3  plans  for  given  facilities.    And  that's  what  we're 

4  trying  to  do  here  at  the  Presidio. 

5  So  let  me  just  refer  back  to  this  sheet. 

6  Okay,  this  is  our  current  budget  process.    We  have 

7  received  a  significant  amount  of  funding  in  FY95 

8  for  the  Presidio,  approximately  52  million 

9  dollars.    In  FY96  we  received  1.7  million  dollars. 

10  And  for  FY97  we  received,  or  we  will  receive, 

11  approximately  3.7  million  dollars.    So  in  the  last 

12  couple  of  weeks,  based  on  recent  guidance  that  came 

13  out  from  the  Department  of  the  Army,  it  is  my 

14  responsibility  to  try  to  integrate  as  much  as 

15  possible  and  more  than  we  have  in  the  past,  for  the 

16  BCT  and  the  prioritization  of  cleanup  requirements 

17  for  the  Presidio  based  on  our  budget  requirements. 

18  And  in  the  past  couple  of  weeks  we've  had  a 

19  couple  of  many  meetings  with  the  BCT,  and  in  those 

20  meetings,  we  talked  about  very  initial  discussions 

21  regarding  the  FY97  budget,  which,  of  course, 

22  according  to  this  slide  that  I'm  showing  you  is  our 

23  budget  year.    So  we  talked  about  what  are  the 

24  assumptions  for  developing  a  budget  and  that  type 

25  of  thing,  but  we  have  not  at  this  point  got  into 
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1  the  prioritization  of  each  of  the  items  in  this 

2  proposed  workplan.    And  I  just  was  notified 

3  yesterday  by  Army  command  channels  that  we  have  to 

4  submit  the  FY97  budget  tomorrow.    So  we  are  going 

5  to  have  a  meeting  tomorrow  to  go  through  and 

6  prioritize  cleanup  requirements  in  our  FY97 

7  workplan  and  submit  those  up  the  channels. 

8  We  are  going  to  have  that  meeting  at  the  IT 

9  office  at  approximately  1:30  tomorrow  afternoon. 

10  We  originally  scheduled  a  meeting  to  discuss  the 

11  budget  in  a  continuing  series  of  meetings  we 

12  anticipated  having  on  Thursday,  but  with  this  new 

13  requirement  we  need  to  deal  with  this  with  a  little 

14  more  urgency. 

15  The  reason  you  don't  have  this  slide  is 

16  because  many  of  these  dollar  values  in  here  are 

17  probably  going  to  change  through  our  discussions 

18  tomorrow  anyway. 

19  We  have  a  description  of  what  the  workplan 

20  requirements  are.    For  example,  we  have  Landfill  E 

21  on  here;  landfill  to  the  transfer  station;  we  have 

22  a  line  item  to  abate  lead-base  paint  in  soil  in 

23  residential  areas;  closure  of  the  field 

24  distribution  system.  Things  of  this  nature. 

25  In  this  column  we  have  a  program  amount,  and 
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1  I'll  get  back  to  that  in  a  minute.    This  column  is 

2  just  an  indication  of  whether  it's  funded  or  not, 

3  and,  of  course,  everything  for  FY97  is  not  funded, 

•t. 

This  column  highlights  the  major  assumptions 

6  for  funding.    In  other  words,  what  do  we  need  this 

7  money  for?    Investigation,  characterizations, 

8  design,  remediation,  which  would  include  one  year 

9  O&M  for  groundwater  sites,  long-term  O&M,  survey, 

10  contingency  program  management  program  support, 

11  these  are  kinds  of  categories  that  we  have  defined 

12  as  our  major  assumptions  for  funding.    And  then  the 

13  status  that  it's  in  at  this  point  in  time,  are  we 

14  in  remediation  now  or  are  we  in  design  now,  or  are 

15  we  just  talking  about  it. 

16  So  for  the  purpose  of  tonight,  I  only  wanted 

17  to  present  this  to  you.    I  didn't  want  to  turn  the 

18  RAB  into  a  BEC  funding  priority  discussion;  we're 

19  going  to  do  that  tomorrow.    But  I  wanted  to  let  you 

20  know  this  is  what  we  need  to  do.    And  the  same 

21  process  that  we  go  through  for  this  budget  year, 

22  which  is  FY97,  we  need  to  go  through  for  all  the 

23  out-years.    In  other  words,  the  other  five  years  of 

24  the  Future  Year  Defense  Plan,  FY98  through  2003. 

25  Now  most  of  the  things  that  are  on  this  FY97 
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1  plan  are  actually  unfunded  requirements  from  FY95 

2  that  didn't  get  funded  in  1996  either,  so  now  they 

3  are  pushing  1997.    And  our  challenge  is,  this 

4  amount  of  money  that  you  see  here,  3.76  million, 

5  that's  all  we're  getting.    That  is  all  we  are 

6  getting.    So  we  need  to  figure  out  how  we  are  going 

7  to  clean  up  the  Presidio  with  these  projects  that 

8  we  know  we  need  to  have  accomplished  or  completed 

9  with  that  amount  of  money,  and  that's  the  challenge 

10  that  we  will  be  tackling  tomorrow.    And  there  may 

11  be  things  on  that  that  don't  get  funded  and  may 

12  have  to  get  pushed  to  an  out-year  or  something  like 

13  that.    But  that's  the  challenge  that  we  face. 

14  BOARDHEHBER  SHOCKEY:    Can  you  give  us 

15  an  idea  what  that  total  is  at  the  bottom? 

16  BOARDHEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  11.7 

17  million.    If  you  come  to  the  meeting  tomorrow  we're 

18  going  to  be  distributing  out  the  budget  from  FY95 

19  and  FY96,  and  you'll  see  the  distribution  or  the 

20  disbursement  of  funds.    For  example,  some  of  those 

21  things  on  there,  like  we  had  closure  of  FDS  we 

22  funded  in  FY95,  but  as  the  contractors  out  there 

23  doing  work  on  that  site  you  run  into  a  lot  of 

24  things  that  you  didn't  know  were  there  despite  the 

25  intensive  investigation  and  surveying  to  try  to 
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1  figure  out  what  was  there.    So  some  of  these  things 

2  like  that  were  because  we  found  new  things. 

3  BOAROMEMBER  REINHARO:    Where  is  the 

4  52  million  dollars? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    It's  obligated 

6  to  various  line  items  in  our  workplan. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Could  we  use  this 

8  in  our  meeting,  a  business  meeting?    Can  these 

9  figures  be  used?    Are  they  accurate? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  yes,  they 

11  are.    The  numbers  that  I  got,  the  percentages  I  got 

12  from  the  budget,  I  got  all  of  those  from  the 

13  Pentagon. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    In  other  words, 

15  you're  on  target,  you've  got  the  money  to  go  with 

16  what  you're  doing,  you  know  your  dates  of 

17  completion,  you  know  where  the  money  is  coming  from 

18  to  complete  it? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  know  where 

20  the  money  is  coming  from.    We  know  how  much  we  are 

21  going  to  get,  and  we  also  know  that  we're  going  to 

22  have  a  shortfall,  but  we  don't  know  how  much  of  a 

;ortfall  we're  going  to  have.    We'll  be  able  to 
c .  .,ee  through  that  analyses  tomorrow  and  figure  out 
25  what  our  shortfall  is  going  to  be. 


52 

1  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Can  I  reproduce 

2  this  and  give  it  to  some  of  our  boardmembers? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  you  can. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    And  may  I  have 

5  your  permission  to  quote  you  that  these  figures  are 

6  accurate? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Thank  you. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     I 'm  confused 

10  about  something.    It's  my  understanding  that  about 

11  100  million  dollars  has  been  spent  on  studying  the 

12  Presidio.    And  this  is  the  first  base  cleanup  I've 

13  ever  been  involved  with.    So  I'm  not  really  sure 

14  about  the  general  funding  of  such  a  cleanup, 

15  whether  it  is  usually  always  front  loaded,  that  the 

16  costs  all  go  into  assessing  the  degree  of 

17  contaminants,  or  whether  more  money  is  really 

18  needed  to  do  the  actual  cleaning-up  job.    If  could 

19  give  me  a  sense  of  that. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  let  me 

21  clarify  one  thing.    Bob  is  asking  me  what  happened 

22  to  this  52  million  dollars  in  1995.    Well,  the 

23  easiest  way  to  explain  that,  if  you  look  at  the 

24  workplan  for  1995,  you  would  see  where  it  went. 

25  Every  single  line  item  you  would  see  a  certain 
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jnt  of  dollars  that  were  obligated  to  those  line 

2  items. 

3  Now  when  I  use  the  word  "obligated,"  that 

4  means  that  those  dollars  were  awarded  by  contract 

5  to  a  contractor,  but  that  doesn't  mean  that  the 

6  contractor  has  spent  the  money.    That  doesn't  mean 

7  he  submitted  an  invoice  for  doing  2000  hours  of 

8  work.    It's  going  to  reduce  that  amount  of  money; 

9  he  hasn't  necessarily  spent  it  all.    But  the  monies 

10  have  been  obligated  to  a  contractor. 

11  So  of  that  52  million  --  and  I  couldn't  tell 

12  you  right  now,  I  mean,  we  would  have  to  go  back  and 

13  do  some  kind  of  audit.    But  I  can  tell  you  that  all 

14  the  money  in  1995  was  obligated  to  a  contractor. 

15  The  contractors  we  have  on  the  Presidio  are  IT. 

16  They're  under  the  total  Environmental  Restoration 

17  Contract.    And  these  are  ballpark  figures,  these 

18  are  not  quotable  figures,  these  are  ballpark 

19  figures,  the  ones  I'm  giving  you.    That's  about  30 

20  million.    Then  you  have  Montgomery/Watson,  that  was 

21  another  15  million,  or  something  like  that. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    Aren't  we 

23  earning  interest  for  the  two  years  you  haven't 

24  spent  the  money  yet? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    There's  no 
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1  interest  on  any  of  that  money. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  RE IN HARD:    Well,  you 

3  haven't  spent  it. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  true. 

5  We  don't  draw  interest  on  it.    Why  is  it  like 

6  that?    I  have  no  idea.    This  is  something  to  ask 

7  your  Congressmen.    All  I  know  is  the  money  has  been 

8  disbursed.    The  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento 

9  District,  is  my  contract  administrator.    So  they 

10  hold  all  of  these  funds,  okay?    They  obligate  the 

11  award  contract  to  the  contractor.    When  the  money 

12  is  sitting  in  their  pool,  or  bank  account,  or 

13  whatever  you  want  to  call  it,  and  it's  not  being 

14  spent  yet,  why  isn't  it  drawing  interest?    I  don't 

15  know.    Is  that  messed  up?    Yes.    I  don't  know  why 

16  they  don't  have  rules  like  that;  they  just  don't. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Let  me  go  back  to 

18  Molly.    Did  you  have  a  follow-up  question? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  didn't  feel  my 

20  question  was  at  all  answered. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  haven't 

22  got  to  that  yet. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Oh,  I'm  sorry. 

24  I  wanted  to  know  whether  the  money  that  has  been 

25  obligated  can  be  redirected  to  specific  sites  that 
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1  weren't  originally  intended? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  under 

3  certain  conditions.    One  of  those  conditions  might 

4  be,  for  example,  if  it's  not  new  work.    In  other 

5  words,  if  it's  not  a  brand  new  thing  that  is  not  a 

6  in  the  workplan  and  we  just  found  --  like  today,  we 

7  couldn't  redirect  FY95  money  that's  obligated  to  a 

8  contract  for  that  new  work.    But  if  it  was 

9  something  that  was  within  the  scope,  that  the 

10  contractor  is  already  doing,  then,  yes,  it  could  be 

11  reprog rammed  to  support  that. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Does  Crissy 

13  Field  fall  within  that  purview? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.  Because 

15  many  of  the  sites  on  Crissy  Field  have  funds 

16  obligated  to  them. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Could  you  get  to 

18  my  first  question?    I  wanted  to  know  whether  the 

19  cleanup  was  all  front  loaded? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I'll  get  to 

21  that.    I  just  wanted  to  clarify  that  view  about 

22  obligated  and  spent.    Are  you  straight  on  that? 

23  And  Bob,  are  you  straight  on  that?  Obligated 

24  versus  spent? 

25  Is  the  cleanup  front  loaded?     No.    What  we 
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1  do  is       well,  in  a  sense  it's  front  loaded.  When 

2  we  finish  this  budget  year  right  here  and  I  send 

3  that  out  through  Army  channels,  they're  going  to 

4  issue  us  3.76  million  dollars  which  will  be  applied 

5  to  the  various  line  items  that  we  decide  that  it 

6  should  be  applied  to  at  our  meeting  tomorrow.  Then 

7  at  some  point  between  now  and  within  probably  a 

8  month,  that  money  is  going  to  be  disbursed  down 

9  through  channels.    And  I  don't  want  to  go  through 

10  those  channels;  they're  convoluted.    But  anyway,  it 

11  will  get  to  the  Sacramento  District. 

12  In  this  particular  case  things  are  happening 

13  different  this  year.    That  is  why  there  was  this 

14  emergency  requirement  to  get  this  budget  year  in 

15  when  normally  we  wouldn't  have  to  have  this  in 

16  until  the  end  of  September.    And  the  reason  is 

17  because  they  want  to  disburse  FY97  funds  now 

18  because  they  don't  anticipate  there  is  going  to  be 

19  any  money  in  the  out-years  whatsoever. 

20  So  yes,  in  a  sense  it's  front  loaded.  But 

21  you  are  asking,  oh,  well,  we  heard  there  was  100 

22  million  dollars  spent  at  the  Presidio.    Well,  if 

23  you  look  back  at  your  January  newsletter,  I  had  a 

24  little  chart  that  showed  by  fiscal  year  1989 

25  through  1995  all  of  the  money  that  was  obligated 
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1  towards  the  cleanup  project  at  the  Presidio.    And  I 

2  broke  it  down  to  remedial  action,  remedial 

3  investigation,  feasibility  studies,  programs  and 

nagement.  So  if  you  look  at  that,  you'll  be  able 
_  „o  see  where  all  that  money  went.    And  I  think  it 

6  came  up  to  about  105  million  at  that  time. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    But  what  I'm 

8  asking  you,  have  you  considered  the  entire  cleanup 

9  to  the  year  2004  and  beyond,  100  percent?    How  far 

10  is  this  money  taking  us? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     How  far  is  the 

12  money  we  have  now  taking  us? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    When  you 

14  consider  100  percent. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That  is  one  of 

16  the  things  we  are  trying  to  determine.  That's 

17  separate  from  doing  this.    What  you're  asking  for 

18  is  what  is  the  cost  to  complete  the  cleanup  at  the 

19  Presidio.    That  analysis  is  what  we're  going  to  do 

20  in  addition  to  doing  this.    It's  separate  from 

21  this.    That's  all  part  of  this  budget  meeting  that 

22  we  are  going  to  have.    You're  talking  about  the 

23  Future  Year  Defense  Plan  from  1998  to  2003. 

24  When  we  go  through  that  whole  planning 

25  process,  the  group  that's  looking  at  this  budget, 
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1  ultimately  what  we  want  to  be  able  to  say  is  this 

2  is  how  much  it's  going  to  cost  to  cleanup  the 

3  Presidio,  but  there's  going  to  be  a  lot  of 

4  significant  assumptions  in  there.    Do  you 

5  understand  what  I'm  saying? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  honestly  don't 

7  understand  it  at  all. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Let  me  help 

9  you.    You're  asking  about  how  much  it's  going  to 

10  cost  to  clean  up  the  Presidio.    I  can't  answer  that 

11  question  for  you  right  now,  because  we  haven't  gone 

12  through  the  process.    I  can  tell  you  we  are  going 

13  to  go  through  the  process,  and  we  are  doing  it 

14  incrementally.    We  have  had  meetings  over  the  past 

15  couple  of  weeks.    Our  intention  was  to  have  those 

16  as  often  as  necessary  until  we  achieve  that  goal 

17  and  determine  what  our  cost  here  is  going  to  be. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  guess  my  only 

19  confusion  is,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  throughout 

20  the  whole  investigation  process  there  would  have 

21  been  running  estimates  on  what  the  cleanup  cost  for 

22  all  the  alternatives.    They  have  never  been 

23  presented  to  us.    But  I  thought  somewhere,  somebody 

24  was  doing  that. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  yes,  and 
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1  no.    We  do  have  some  cleanup  costs  and  estimates 

2  for  various  alternatives  and  things  like  that.  But 

3  you  have  to  remember  that  every  time  we  have  to  put 

4  a  shovel  in  the  ground  out  here  we  might  find 

5  something  new  that  wasn't  there  before.  That's 

6  just  the  pain  of  dealing  with  an  environmental 

7  cleanup.    It's  not  like  putting  up  a  building. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  know  there  are 

9  several  questions.    We  have  spent  30  minutes  on 

10  this.    This  is  a  topic  that  I'm  sure  is  generating 

11  a  lot  of  interest.    Do  you  want  to  take  a  break? 

12  Do  you  want  to  continue  on?   And  how  much  longer  do 

13  you  want  to  spend  on  this?    So  I  want  to  contract 

14  with  you  for  a  little  more  time  or  not.    How  do  you 

15  feel  on  that?    Take  a  break  for  15  minutes  and  talk 

16  to  David  privately.    All  right.    Let's  do  that  and 

17  then  we  can  come  back  and  I'll  talk  to  the  people 

18  who  had  questions  and  see  where  they  stand.  Thank 

19  you. 

20  (Recess  for  15  minutes) 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  am  going  to 

22  attempt  to  do  something  rather  dramatic  and  see  if 

might  leave  this  discussion  entirely,  and  move 
i-,  on  to  the  next  item,  knowing  how  we  can  get  into 
25  rather  detailed  discussions  about  what  certain 
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1  things  mean,  with  respect  to  the  budget,  and,  I 

2  believe,  that  we  could  go  on  for  quite  some  time. 

3  There  will  be  --  at  least,  I  know  myself, 

4  will  be  attending  tomorrow's  meeting.    I  think 

5  we'll  have  to  have  continuing,  ongoing  discussions 

6  regarding  the  budget,  and  I'm  sure  we  can  have  an 

7  ongoing  dialogue  about  the  budget.    So  I  would  ask, 

8  with  your  permission,  that  we  move  on  in  the 

9  agenda,  if  there  is  no  objection  to  that.    Is  there 

10  objection?    Seeing  none,  thank  you,  and  we'll  move 

11  ahead. 

12  We're  pretty  much  on  schedule  with  that 

13  adjustment,  giving  what  we  contracted  for  at  the 

14  beginning  of  the  meeting.    And  so  we'd  like  to  move 

15  on  to  the  DEH  Working  Group  Report.    I  think 

16  between  Brian  and  myself,  and  other  folks,  we  will 

17  try  and  comment  on  what's  been  happening. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    What  I  want 

19  to  do  is  give  just  a  little  bit  of  background.  I 

20  want  to  do  this  very  briefly  and  stick  to  the  time 

21  that  we  have  had  allotted.    I  want  to  go  through 

22  the  concept  of  what's  going  on. 

23  What  I  have  noticed  in  talking  with  some 

24  people  is  that  some  of  the  acronyms  that  we  use, 

25  dealing  with  them  everyday,  aren't  familiar  to  many 
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1  people,  and  it's  important  that  we're  using  the 

2  same  terms  in  these  discussions.    Please,  interrupt 

3  me  if  there  is  something  you  don't  quite 

4  understand. 

5  The  DEH  area  is  the  Direction  of  Engineering 

6  Housing  Area  of  the  Presidio,  which  is  in  the 

7  northeast  corner.    It's  right  as  you  come  in  the 

8  Marina  Gate.    The  Park  Service  recently  demolished 

9  a  series  of  buildings  that  were  in  that  area,  and 

10  it's  one  of  the  study  areas  that's  been  discussed 

11  in  the  RI/FS  that  the  Army  is  working  on. 

12  As  you  heard  --  I  think  it  was  at  the  last 

13  RAB  meeting,  you  had  a  presentation  on  plans  and 

14  redevelopment  that  the  Park  Service  would  like  to 

15  do  in  the  Crissy  Field  area.    And  the  DEH  area  is 

16  in  the  Crissy  Field  planning  area  of  the  park.  And 

17  so  it's  important,  for  a  number  of  reasons,  that 

18  the  cleanup  in  the  Crissy  Field  area  progress  to 

19  allow  the  redevelopment  to  go  along. 

20  So  that's  kind  of  the  motivation  for  me  to 

21  come  in  and  try  to  help  find  ways  to  expedite  and 

22  streamline,  or  whatever  word  you  want  to  use,  for 

23  the  decision-making  process  to  get  on  with  cleanup 

24  in  these  areas.    And  the  DEH  area,  in  my  opinion, 

25  is  one  of  the  less  complex  --  I  don't  want  to  use 
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1  simple,  but  I  often  do.    It's  not  necessarily 

2  simple,  but  it  isn't  as  challenging.    Some  of  the 

3  issues  here  at  the  site,  DEH  site,  are  easier  to 

4  resolve  than  some  of  the  other  sites  here  at  the 

5  Presidio. 

6  Because  it's  in  the  Crissy  Field  area, 

7  because  it  seems  somewhat  easier  than  other  sites, 

8  we  developed  a  group  of  representatives  from  the 

9  regulatory  agencies,  the  Army,  the  Park  Service  and 

10  representation  from  the  RAB,  to  work  together  to 

11  try  to  do  an  evaluation  of  alternatives,  and  create 

12  a  decision  document  to  document  it  and  decide  on  a 

13  cleanup  alternative  for  that  area.    And  although 

14  there  has  been  terms  used  in  the  past  as  to  what 

15  this  document  might  be,  at  this  point  I'm  not 

16  trying  to  dwell  on  the  actual  administration  terms 

17  of  what  it  might  be,  but  just  some  sort  of 

18  remedial -type  process,  not  unlike  the  Feasibility 

19  Study  process  that's  going  forward  now  in  that 

20  area,  but  just  in  an  expedited,  focused,  attention 

21  manner. 

22  This  working  group  has  been  meeting  probably 

23  every  two  weeks.    I  would  like  Doug  to  go  through 

24  and  give  his  perspective  on  the  meetings,  and 

25  coming  from  a  different  point  of  view,  and  probably 
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1  more  the  point  of  view  that  you  would  share, 

2  because  I'm  sure  we  all  have  our  own  biases.  In 

3  this  case  we're  trying  to  work  cooperatively,  and 

4  avoid  those  sorts  of  biases  that  are  inherent  in 

5  any  of  the  work  we  do,  and  make  sure  that 

6  everyone's  "stakeholders"  --  which  is  the  buzzword 

7  that's  used  --  are  in  the  process,  so  that  the 

8  decision-making  and  analyses  process  is 

9  representative  of  what  people's  thoughts  and  ideas 

10  are. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Scott  has  been  to 

12  the  first  couple  of  meetings.    The  first  meeting  we 

13  really  reviewed  all  of  the  data  at  the  DEH  area. 

14  Brian  has  a  computer  with  all  the  information  and 

15  we  just  went  through  all  the  wells  and  all  the  soil 

16  borings,  what's  out  there,  what  are  the 

17  contaminants,  are  they  in  the  groundwater,  in  the 

18  soil,  and  what  were  they?    That  was  pretty  much  the 

19  first  meeting,  what  was  about  six  or  seven  hours  of 

20  just  going  through  every  single  item  that  we  could 

21  think  of.    And  there  was  some  dispute  about  was 

22  that  really  a  good  data  point  or  not.    But  it  was 

23  pretty  much  we  just  went  through  all  that. 

24  Second  meeting,  I  think  we  had  a  little  bit 

25  more  of  a  shell  of  a  working  document.    Brian  has 


64 

1  been  bringing  a  little  bit  more  of  a  possible 

2  document  to  each  meeting  that  we've  been 

3  reviewing.    And  I  began  to,  from  my  point  of  view, 

4  try  to  understand  what  I  had  gotten  myself  really 

5  involved  in.    What  was  going  to  be  my  contribution, 

6  or  could  I  even  effectively  make  a  contribution  at 

7  all?    And  I  began  to  ask  questions. 

8  I  think  one  of  the  issues  at  one  of  the 

9  buildings,  there's  some  buried  material.    And  it 

10  may  be  putting  --  and,  in  fact,  that  is  the  concept 

11  --  lead  into  the  groundwater  at  a  low  level,  but 

12  above  the  current  action  level.    So  what  are  we 

13  going  to  do  with  that?    And  a  lot  of  discussion 

14  around  what  would  we  possibly  do  at  all  of  the 

15  different  sites?    Would  we  excavate  it,  or  --  well, 

16  all  that  kind  of  discussion. 

17  Any  other  comments  about  those  first  few 

18  meetings?  Okay. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  thing  one 

20  thing  that  may  not  be  clear  is  we  talked  about  the 

21  DEH  area  and  Doug  talked  about  several  sites  within 

22  that  area.    In  reviewing  the  data  and  kind  of 

23  conceptualizing  what  happens,  or  what  may  have 

24  happened  to  get  there,  we  have  identified  that 

25  these  are  probably  discreet  areas  of  contamination 
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1  for  the  most  part  in  the  same  study  area.    So  even 

2  though  we're  going  to  try  to  create  a  decision  in 

3  the  alternatives  for  all  of  the  contaminated  sites, 

sre  are  some  distinct  differences  between 
a  different  buildings. 

6  Before  I  get  into  the  alternatives,  these 

7  meetings  are  always  somewhat  time  limited,  and  it's 

8  important  that  those  people  who  have  questions  have 

9  enough  time  to  reflect  on  the  issues  and  talk  about 

10  the  questions  they  have,  even  to  the  point  of 

11  talking  to  understand  what  their  questions  are.  A 

12  lot  of  people  are  having  questions,  but  aren't 

13  comfortable  with  how  to  ask  the  question. 

14  It's  important  to  have  enough  dialogue  so  you 

15  can  ask  the  question  that  you're  thinking  about  and 

16  feel  that  you  can  have  a  meaningful  dialogue  and 

17  actually  get  the  answer  to  the  question  that  you 

18  have.    It's  important  to  have  those  sorts  of 

19  discussions.    And  I  will  be  more  than  happy  to  come 

20  to  the  next  committee  meeting  in  the  next  two  weeks 

21  and  talk  with  anyone  about  it,  where  it  is  in  the 

22  process  and  what  sort  of  discussions  occur  at  these 

23  working  groups  that  lead  to  the  point  that  we're 

24  at,  at  that  point.    We  don't  have  time  tonight  to 

25  talk  about  it.    There  will  be  other  opportunities. 
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1  The  document  itself  will  go  through  a  public 

2  review  process.    I  think  Dave  put  out  a  memo  to  all 

3  of  you  kind  of  outlining  the  time  frames  that  would 

4  be.    Generally,  it's  the  month  of  October.    I  hate, 

5  at  this  point,  to  pin  an  exact  date,  but  we're 

6  looking  at  the  month  of  October.    There  would  be  a 

7  RAB  meeting  during  that  month  and  also  a  committee 

8  meeting  during  that  month,  which  both  we'll  have  an 

9  opportunity  to  discuss  and  get  feedback  on  the 

10  process  and  the  actual  proposed  alternative  in  that 

11  area. 

12  I  do  want  to  go  over  what  the  four 

13  alternatives  are.    It's  a  little  bit  complicated, 

14  and  I  expect  those  of  you  who  I  haven't  talked  to 

15  are  coming  into  it  tonight  being  your  first  night. 

16  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  discuss  what  the 

17  alternatives  are  and  why  they  are  formulated  the 

18  way  they  are.    And  if  anyone  has  any  concerns,  it's 

19  a  lot  easier  to  address  it  now  than  later.    Many  of 

20  you  probably  do  have  very  good  ideas  how  to  improve 

21  the  wording  or  the  substance  of  these 

22  alternatives. 

23  Four  alternatives  are  being  considered  in  the 

24  DEH  area  right  now  as  part  of  this  evaluation 

25  process.    The  no-action  alternative,  which  serves 
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1  the  baseline  to  compare  the  alternatives  to.  And 

2  that  would  basically  consist  of  taking  down  a  fence 

3  and  walking  away  from  it  and  letting  reuse 

4  continue. 

5  Second  alternative  is  you  don't  have  a  good 

6  name  for  it,  but  I'm  calling  it  site 

7  stabilization.    That  consists  of  some  sort  of 

8  covering  with  a  cap  over  the  contaminated  soil  so 

9  people  would  be  prevented  from  going  and  touching 

10  the  material. 

11  Alternative  3,  as  well  as  Alternative  4,  each 

12  have  three  sub-alternatives.    And  the  three 

13  sub- alternatives  in  each  case  deal  with  groundwater 

14  contamination.    But  in  Alternative  3  the  basic 

15  premise  is  that  the  contaminated  soils  would  be 

16  removed  from  the  sites  and  be  removed  down.  The 

17  removal  would  go  no  deeper  than  the  top  of  the 

18  groundwater.    And  there  would  be  some  sort  of 

19  cleanup  level  determined,  but  it  would  go  either  to 

20  that  number  or  to  the  groundwater,  whichever  you 

21  hit  first. 

22  Within  that  sphere,  the  three  ways  of 
naging  groundwater  contamination  on  site  would  be 

2*  no  further  action  of  the  groundwater.  So  you  would 
25  dig  out  the  contaminated  soil  above  the  groundwater 
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1  and  then  you  would  ignore  the  groundwater. 

2  Alternative  3.B  would  be  to  dig  out  the 

3  contaminated  soil  above  the  groundwater  and  then 

4  through  natural  attenuation  processes  allow  the 

5  groundwater  to  achieve  a  cleanup  level.  It's 

6  different  than  no  action.    There  would  be 

7  monitoring  and  there  actually  would  be  a  cleanup 

8  goal.    So  you  would  be  monitoring  to  see  that  that 

9  sort  of  goal  is  reached  within  a  time  frame 

10  commensurate  with  your  thinking. 

11  And  then  Alternative  3.C  would  be  to  remove 

12  the  contaminated  soil  above  the  groundwater  and 

13  install  a  sub-surface,  low  permeability, 

14  perimeter-containment  system  around  the  areas  of 

15  groundwater  contamination.    This  would  be  to  remove 

16  the  contaminated  soil  from  above  the  groundwater, 

17  and  in  those  areas  where  there's  groundwater 

18  contamination,  construct,  in  a  sub-surface  manner, 

19  a  zone  of  restricted  water  movement,  so  that  you 

20  would  basically  put  a  fence,  so  to  speak,  around 

21  the  contaminated  water  so  it  wouldn't  move  any 

22  further  than  it  is  now.    And  this  would  be 

23  constructed,  maybe,  20  feet  deep  around  the  area  of 

24  contamination.    There's  some  technical  issues 

25  associated  with  that  concept  at  this Qlocation. 
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1  Technically,  it  would  be  challenging  to  do. 

2  And  as  with  the  "no  action"  your  initial 

3  action  alternative  is,  well,  that's  not  a  good 

4  one.    And  you  will  all  have  different  reactions  to 

5  these  different  alternatives. 

6  You  would  monitor  and  your  objective  would  be 

7  to  need  some  sort  of  level.    And  you  would  have  a 

8  cleanup  goal  for  your  groundwater.    And  that  would 

9  be  based  on  your  AWRAs ,  which  is  the  process  of 

10  identifying  what  regulations  are  appropriate, 

11  relevant  or  applicable  to  the  process.    And  if  your 

12  attenuation  processes  don't  work  to  get  to  that, 

13  then  your  remedy  would  need  to  be  reassessed. 

14  Whereas,  if  you  walked  away  you  would  never  know. 

15  BOARDHEHBER  NATHEL:    So  you  would 

16  take  an  active  role? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    If  you 

18  weren't  achieving  your  goal,  you  would  then  have  to 

19  go  back  and  evaluate  your  remedy,  whereas  in  "A" 

20  you  would  not. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    You  might  want  to 

22  mention  why  active  remediation  is  not  one  of  the 

23  alternatives. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  In 

25  Alternative  3,  particularly  in  one  of  the  locations 
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1  Doug  described,  the  contamination  --  in  each  of 

2  these  cases,  in  our  first  meeting,  we  kind  of 

3  created  a  model  of  what  might  have  happened,  what 

4  the  world  looks  like  in  that  spot,  kind  of 

5  assembling  the  data.    The  area  of  Building  286,  our 

6  conceptual  model  was  that  there  was  a  building  that 

7  was  buried  in  that  area. 

8  And  that  building  had  lead  components,  either 

9  paint  or  building  materials  that  are  contributing 

10  lead  to  the  groundwater.    And  the  building  debris 

11  extends  below  the  groundwater;  it's  about  15  feet; 

12  down,  the  groundwater  is  about  seven  feet  down. 

13  And  the  concept  is  it  is  going  to  be  a  lot  harder 

14  to  dig  below  the  groundwater  than  dig  above  the 

15  groundwater.    Because  of  that  perception  that 

16  there's  going  to  be  a  significant  difference  in 

17  cost  and  effort  to  do  that,  that's  how  we  broke  up 

18  Alternative  3  and  4.    Alternative  4  looks  at 

19  digging  below  the  groundwater. 

20  In  somewhat  of  an  arbitrary  way,  just  to 

21  simplify  it,  with  source  material  in  the 

22  groundwater  it  would  be  more  difficult  to  go  in 

23  with  an  active  remediation  for  pumping  groundwater, 

24  because  those  are  typically  expensive.    I  have 

25  found  that,  generally,  people  are  more  aggressive 
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1  in  getting  the  source  out  because  your  action  is  so 

2  expensive  you  want  to  reduce  that  time  period.  So 

3  the  active  groundwater  component  is  one  of  the 

4  subalternatives  in  Alternative  4,  where  you're  more 

5  aggressive  in  going  after  the  source. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Just  one  thing 

7  to  clarify.    In  you  containment,  you're  only 

8  containing  around  it,  you're  not  containing  the 

9  bottom? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  That's 

11  correct.    That's  one  of  the  technical  problems. 

12  That  is  one  of  the  serious  technical  flaws  with 

13  that  sort  of  technology  in  this  location.    For  a 

14  barrier  wall  technology  to  work,  most  always  you 

15  have  a  bottom  that  is  naturally  occurring,  such  as 

16  a  clay  layer  in  the  material,  and  your  wall  is 

17  built  down  into  that  clay,  actually  connected  to, 

18  so  that  you  create  an  isolated  pocket.    At  DEH 

19  there  is  no  clay  layer  that  has  been  found  in  the 

20  top  40  feet.    So  the  idea,  it  would  be  just  a 

21  curtain  hanging  down  in  there.    There  still  could 

22  be  movement  below  that.    To  me,  it  would  not  be  a 

23  very  effective  technology  to  use  in  that  location. 

24  So  I  would  expect  when  we  complete  that  work 

25  and  comparing  the  alternative  with  the  criteria  it 
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1  wouldn't  score  very  high  in  its  effectiveness. 

2  MR.  BLACK:    With  that  alternative, 

3  where  it's  just  occurred,  are  you  going  to  have  a 

4  cap? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    The  concept 

6  that  we're  trying  to  work  through  is  that  there 

7  would  be  some  sort  of  sub-surface  top  barrier  like 

8  a  cap.    And  that  might  be  some  sort  of  low 

9  permeability  zone,  but  not  necessarily  at  the 

10  surface  but  above  the  contamination  that  remains. 

11  It's  more  of  just  a  concept  to  try  develop  a  cost. 

12  Let  me  go  through  this.    Alternative  4  would 

13  be  a  full  excavation  down  to  a  cleanup  criteria, 

14  soil  level.    So  you  would  have  arrived  at  a  number 

15  for  cleanup  of  your  contaminants  of  concern.  And 

16  you  would  dig  into  the  groundwater  table  until  you 

17  had  reached  that  level.    Alternative  4. A,  much  like 

18  Alternative  3. A,  would  be  no  further  action  with 

19  respect  to  the  groundwater  after  doing  that  source 

20  removal. 

21  Alternative  4.B,  again,  like  Alternative  3.B, 

22  would  be  to  remove  the  source  below  the  groundwater 

23  and  then  through  natural  attenuation  processes 

24  achieve  a  groundwater  goal. 

25  Alternative  4.C  would  be  removing  the  soil 
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1  material  and  then  doing  active  extraction  and 

2  treatment  of  the  groundwater  that's  contaminated. 

3  BOARDHEMBER  BAXTER:    You've  mentioned 
couple  of  times  about  natural  attenuation 

.  processes.    When  you're  saying  that,  within  your 

6  concept  you're  going  to  be  taking  samples,  or 

7  whatever,  in  order  to  document  that  the  natural 

8  attenuation  processes  are,  in  fact,  happening  and 

9  are,  in  fact,  effective?    Or  is  it  the  assumption 

10  that  it  will  simply  happen? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  The 

12  assumption  is  there  would  be  an  active  monitoring 

13  program  to  show  that.    As  many  of  you  will  have 

14  realized,  lead  is  one  of  the  contaminants  in  the 

15  groundwater  and  does  not  biologically  break  down. 

16  And  so  natural  attenuation  encompasses  such  things 

17  as  dilution.    That  would  be  what  would  be  happening 

18  here.    The  levels  are  low  and  they  would  attenuate 

19  primarily  through  a  dilution. 

20  To  some  extent  there  may  be  some  physical 

21  processes  of  absorption  to  soil  and  a  number  of 

22  things  which  are  not  quantified.    But  we  are  not 

23  talking  about  biological  activity  to  reduce  the 

24  lead.    But  it  would  be  through  natural  processes  to 

25  reduce  the  levels  to  the  action  level,  which  is 
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1  determined  in  the  decision  document. 

2  BOARDHEMBER  NATHEL:    Are  the  Army 

3  contractors  involved  with  you  at  this  level? 

4  BOARDHEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    To  some 

5  degree  there's  contractors,  but  it's  primarily 

6  not.    The  contractors  involved  are  IT  and  they're 

7  helping  to  develop  cost  estimates  because  they  are 

8  most  readily  available  to  them  since  they  will  be 

9  the  likely  contractor  doing  this  work.  They're 

10  developing  the  costs  of  what  it  would  cost  to 

11  excavate  this  soil.    Somebody  in  the  business  of 

12  doing  this  type  of  work  has  recent  experience  with 

13  what  disposal  costs  are.    But  otherwise  it's 

14  representative  of  these  organizations,  not  their 

15  contractors,  who  are  sitting  down.    I've  taken  the 

16  lead  in  trying  to  pull  together  and  create  the 

17  document.    Everyone  is  part  of  the  workgroup.  And 

18  the  document  goes  out  every  two  weeks  in  a  very 

19  rough  form  for  people  to  talk  about.    I  try  to 

20  capture  those  discussions  in  the  document. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    These  meetings 

22  are  only  for  the  DEH? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  That's 

24  correct.    Right  now  we're  only  looking  at  the  DEH. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  GEMHIL:    So  this  is  the 
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1  perimeters  of  your  study  area,  the  RI. 

2  BOARDHEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Yes. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  should  say,  one 

4  of  the  interesting  things  that  I  have  learned  about 

5  these  alternatives,  particularly  excavation,  I 

6  began  to  ask  the  question,  "Well,  what  happens  to 

7  it  if  you  take  it  away?    Where  does  it  go"?    And  I 

8  really  didn't  know  exactly  where  it  went.  And 

9  there's  a  whole  set  of  different  processes  for  what 

10  happens  when  you  take  it  away.    That  could  be  a 

11  couple  of  hours  worth  of  discussion,  which  was 

12  pretty  amazing  to  me.    I  mean,  different  hazard 

13  materials,  and  what  landfills  it  goes  to.    And  so 

14  that  might  be  something  that  at  one  of  the 

15  committee  meetings  you'd  like  to  hear  more  about, 

16  at  least,  I  found  it  to  be  pretty  interesting. 

17  BOARDHEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    What  I  also 

18  found  interesting  about  that  whole  --  and  we  did 

19  spend  a  whole  hour  or  two  discussing  some  of  Doug's 

20  concerns.    The  things  coming  from  people  who  do 

21  this  for  a  living,  like  myself,  you  have  certain 

22  assumptions.    But  Doug,  with  quite  a  dose  of 

ality,  reminded  me  that  those  of  you  who  don't  do 
..his  every  day  for  a  living,  some  of  the  things 
25  that  we  talked  about  we  dismiss  as  simple,  are  not 
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1  simple,  and  they  are  only  simple  because  we  do  it 

2  every  day.    So  it's  very  important  that  those 

3  simple  things  that  we  often  cross  over,  that  you 

4  talk  about  it  and  understand  it,  because  it's  not 

5  simple. 

6  And  it's  very  important  that  the 

7  ramifications,  that  we  somewhat  dismiss,  and  the 

8  issue  that  Doug  has  is,  is  this  stuff  tested  before 

9  it's  disposed?    Because  we  went  through  all  the 

10  regulatory  hurdles  that  you  have  to  go  through  and 

11  types  of  disposals  that  you  have  to  go  through  and 

12  what  that  means  to  dispose  of  it. 

13  I  think  it's  important  for  all  of  us  to  have 

14  that  dialogue  and  I  think  it's  important  for  you  to 

15  share  in  those  sorts  of  discussions  to  understand 

16  what  they  really  mean  at  the  second  level,  not  just 

17  what  we  talked  about  right  now. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     I  know  it's 

19  hard  to  compare,  but  if  you  were  to  look  over 

20  what's  gotten  accomplished  since  this  conversation 

21  began,  is  it  on  track?    What's  your  gut  feeling  on 

22  how  it's  going  time-wise? 

23  BOARDMEHBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  think  it's 

24  going  well.    I  wasn't  sure  what  to  expect.    It  has 

25  changed  significantly  from  when  we  first  talked 
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Ait  what  we  talked  about  when  I  proposed  that  we 

2  expedite  it  in  that  area.    I  think  it  meets  a  lot 

3  of  the  objectives  of  all  the  different  people 

4  participating.    The  Park  has  been  interested  in 

5  trying  to  get  closure,  get  the  regulators  to  say 

6  this  is  the  appropriate  action. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Most  of  the 

8  information  came  from  the  remedial  investigation. 

9  So  this  work  will  capture  a  lot  of  progress  in  the 

10  RI/FS  process.    Earlier  there  was  a  question  with 

11  regards  to  the  eco  risk.    I  believe  the  work  is 

12  using  the  findings  of  that  particular  study  within 

13  this  particular  site  in  Crissy  Field. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     If  the  RI 

15  wasn't  at  the  state  that  it  was,  we  wouldn't  be 

16  nearly  as  successful  with  this  sort  of  concept. 

17  The  entire  risk  evaluation,  both  human  and  eco,  are 

18  relying  significantly  --  that's  probably  not  even  a 

19  strong  enough  word  --  on  the  work  that's  going  on 

20  in  the  RI  so  that  it's  not  --  it's  totally 

21  consistent,  because  it  is  the  same  work.    And  it 

22  isn't  going  to  reinvent  any  of  the  work  that's  done 

23  in  the  RI,  other  than  maybe  changing  some  of  the 

24  priorities  within  the  overall  process  of  the  DEH 

25  figures  that  come  out  first,  or  if  some  of  the 
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1  numbers  get  to  turn  around  first  with  respect  to 

2  those  contaminants  of  DEH,  it  shouldn't  be 

3  significantly  impacting  the  RI. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Could  you 

5  remind  us  what  was  found  in  the  samplings  that  were 

6  done  on  the  city- owned  property,  the  other  side  of 

7  Eucalyptus,  the  well  off  the  beach? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  don't  believe 

9  that  hydropunch  showed  anything.    I  would  have  to 

10  look  at  that  report. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  took  those 

12  samples  a  while  back,  because  I  remember  sending  a 

13  letter  out  to  the  folks  over  there  at  the  St. 

14  Francis  Yacht  Club.    We  had  to  get  permission  to 

15  sample  in  that  area.    We  wanted  to  see  if  any  of 

16  that  DEH  stuff,  any  of  that  pesticide  stuff  came 

17  up.    There  was  nothing,  nothing  that  we  found  at 

18  DEH  was  over  on  the  other  side  of  the  fence. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments  or 

20  questions? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  have  a 

22  question  on  whether  or  not  you're  talking  about 

23  having  summaries  of  what  you've  done  so  far?  Is 

24  there  any  more  summary  of  your  state  right  now  that 

25  you  could  just  sort  of  send  out  to  people? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    What  we  have 

2  right  now  is  there's  minutes  of  each  meeting.  Also 

3  the  document  continues  to  evolve.    The  last  version 

4  is  rough,  but  it's  what  representatives  have,  so 

5  it's  not  a  secret  at  all.    And  I'm  sure  that  people 

6  could  read  through  that.    If  people  are  interested 

7  in  reading  this,  there's  nothing  we're  trying  to 

8  hide  in  this. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  anybody  would 

10  like  it,  please  contact  me.    I  could  e-mail  it  to 

11  you. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  was  wondering 

13  if  it  would  be  useful  to  state  any  other  key  issues 

14  that  the  resolution  would  affect  the  schedule  in 

15  the  near  future,  other  than  those  issues  you 

16  covered. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think 

18  we're  actually  on  track  for  any  outstanding  issues 

19  to  come  to  some  type  of  resolution  to  avoid  them 

20  being  an  issue.    So  I'm  not  thinking  of  any  right 

21  now.    But  we  have  gone  through  a  number  of  issues, 

22  so  I'm  sure  there  are  a  lot  of  issues  that  we 

23  already  talked  about  are  old  hat  to  us. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Item  No.  5,  the 

25  RPM  Report.    I'll  give  a  brief  rundown  and  people 
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1  can  f i 1 1  in. 

2  Starting  off  with  a  major  item,  a  manhole  at 

3  Lincoln  and  Sheraton.    That  was  how  we  started  out 

4  the  meeting.    And  John  Buck  is  still  trying  to  find 

5  out  where  this  particular  manhole,  basically,  where 

6  it's  discharging  to.    And  it's  something  that  the 

7  Water  Board  wants  to  know.    These  are  the  kinds  of 

8  detail  levels  we're  at. 

9  There's  a  UVB  system  where  there's  some  dye 

10  testing  studies  going  on  to  see  how  the 

11  effectiveness  of  that  is  progressing.    As  I 

12  understood  it,  it's  still  in  the  process  of  seeing 

13  how  far  this  dye  is  going  out  and  developing  this 

14  cell.    It's  kind  of  a  brief,  very  brief  and  rough, 

15  cursory  way  of  explaining  it. 

16  Moving  on  for  the  RI,  the  contractors  are  in 

17  the  middle  of  producing  many,  many  posting  maps. 

18  These  are  maps  that  you'll  be  able  to  look  at  on 

19  one  section  and  see  all  of  the  various  contaminants 

20  that  have  been  identified  on  one  map.    This  is  part 

21  of  the  review  and  revision  of  the  RI  that's 

22  ongoing,  and  I  take  it  they  are  close  to  being 

23  ready  to  be  finished;  is  that  right? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    No.  There's 

25  actually,  literally  hundreds  of  these  maps  and 
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1  we're  just  now  getting  our  first  shipment  of  them. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  There 

3  was  one  item  here  where  Mark  Youngkin  had  made  a 

nch  of  comments  on  the  fuel  distribution  system. 
.  .ne  Army's  contractors  have  gone  back  through  and 

6  done  a  lot  of  retracing  of  Mark's  work,  and  found  a 

7  lot  of  the  similar  activity  and  items  and 

8  confirming  much  of  what  he  found. 

9  There  was  another  area  of  discussion  around 

10  the  fuel  distribution  system.    I  have  a  note,  but  I 

11  don't  recall  what  it  was  about. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That  the  Army 

13  still  owes  a  response  to  DTSC  on  their  comments  to 

14  see  the  FTS  work.    So  those  are  forthcoming. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  There 

16  was  discussion  about  having  the  Army's  contractor 

17  having  greater  access  to  the  records  center,  and 

18  that  seems  to  be  worked  out.    And  I  probably  just 

19  covered  in  five  minutes  what  took  an  hour  and  a 

20  half.    So  you  can  imagine  all  the  discussion  in 

21  between. 

22  There  was  quite  --  not  heated,  but  there  was 

23  some  tension  around  the  discussion  about 

24  transformers  at  Building  680.    And  the  issue  there 

25  has  to  do  with  basically  who's  going  to  move  them 
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1  so  that  there  can  be  more  access  for  investigation 

2  at  that  site.    And  there  seems  to  be  general 

3  agreement  after  today's  meeting  that  the  Park 

4  Service  is  going  to  review  some  more  of  their 

5  records,  and  if  there  is,  then  they're  going  to 

6  move  them.    And  if  they're  not  theirs,  then  they're 

7  probably  going  to  have  an  argument  with  the  Army  to 

8  deal  with  them.    So  there's  a  future  source  of 

9  tension. 

10  There  was  a  discussion  on  Building  231  from 

11  the  DTSC.    Romy  was  suggesting  that  perhaps  this 

12  would  be  a  CERCLA  site  back  into  the  Superfund 

13  program  versus  the  underground  storage  tank 

14  program.    And  I  guess,  the  basis  for  that  was  a 

15  lack  of  data,  some  data  gaps  and  some  gas 

16  chromatographs  to  look  at  various  constituents 

17  there  at  231.    But  he  has  received  those  gas 

18  chromatographs,  so  he's  going  to  be  reviewing  that 

19  information.    That's  how  I  got  the  sense  of  the 

20  meeting,  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tension. 

21  We  have  a  new  site  of  tension,  which  was 

22  Building  207.    It's  a  brand  new  area.  There's 

23  currently  a  big  hole  in  the  ground;  it  used  to  be  a 

24  gasoline  station.    And  Michael  and  I  were  out  there 

25  today  as  several  of  us  were  looking  at  it.    You  can 
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1  kind  of  get  a  smell  of  the  site.    And  the  issue  at 

2  this  station  is  methyterbutylether  that  has  been 

3  identified  as  one  of  the  constituents  in  the 

4  groundwater.    This  is  one  of  the  oxidizing 

5  additives  that's  added  to  gasoline  to  make  it  burn 

6  in  a  more  clean,  or  in  a  clean  fashion.  And 

7  apparently  there  was  some  leaking  piping,  and  so 

8  this  contaminant  has  gotten  into  the  groundwater. 

9  And  it's  quite  soluble  in  water  so  it  disperses 

10  rather  readily.    So  there  was  quite  a  long 

11  discussion  about  what  could  be  done  with  this  new 

12  contaminant  --  or,  in  this  case,  it's  new. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    What  part  of  the 

14  Presidio  is  Building  207  close  to? 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    It  is  right  near 

16  Crissy  Field.    It's  adjacent  to  231. 

17  So  there  was  a  discussion  about  this  chemical 

18  or  what  possible  effects  on  the  cleanup  it  might 

19  have.    And  that's  ongoing,  and  it  was  a  general 

20  discussion  about  which  there  was  no  real 

21  resolution. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Rich  Hiett  said 
at  MCB  is  usually  not  the  driver  of  a  cleanup. 

c-.  .t's  usually  some  other  gasoline  components  that 
25  are  associated  with  the  site,  and  they  really  don't 
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1  have  data  or  a  defined  approached  to  dealing  with 

2  that  contaminant.    So  it  seems  like  it's  going  to 

3  be  something  that's  going  to  come  around  again  in 

4  the  future. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  there  was 

6  Building  1349.    And  that's  the  tank  up  on  the  hill 

7  where  there  was  removal.    Current  status  that  I 

8  have  is  that  all  the  source  was  removed,  the  tank 

9  and  the  soil.    As  you  might  recall  from  one  of  the 

10  meetings,  there  were  a  set  of  utilities  that  were 

11  sort  of  left  in  place  with  a  pillar  of  soil  that 

12  was  keeping  them  in  place.    And  there  was  some 

13  agreement  that  that  amount  of  soil  be  left  there  to 

14  protect  these  utilities.    I  guess  there  are  phone 

15  lines  and  fiber-optic  cables. 

16  So  there  were  several  alternatives  possible 

17  when  they  are  going  to  deal  with  this  utility 

18  cable,  when  it  was  supported  and  dig  out  all  the 

19  soil.    But  they  chose  to  leave  in  this  pedestal  of 

20  soil  in  there. 

21  There  remains  contaminated  groundwater  in  the 

22  area  and  it's  in  fractured  bedrock.    And  further 

23  down  the  road  this  year  there  will  be  a  corrective 

24  action  plan  about  what  to  do  with  this  site. 

25  That's  pretty  much  what  I  had,  about  six 
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1  hours'  worth  in  15  minutes.    So  obviously,  I  left 

2  out  a  lot  of  things. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    There's  another 

4  item  John  Buck  passed  out  on  the  table  of  ambient 

5  levels  of  inorganics  that  will  be  used,  I  guess,  to 

6  screen  sites  for  cleanup.    I'm  not  sure  what 

7  decision  was  made  about  the  distribution  of  that 

8  document  or  where  you  are  with  it.    Maybe  you  can 

9  address  that,  John. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Really  it's  a 

11  table,  just  one  sheet,  of  all  the  values  there.  I 

12  think  there's  still  some  further  discussion  needed 

13  regarding  the  lead  values  that  we  looked  at, 

14  particularly  in  relation  to  fill  material.    Most  of 

15  the  other  values,  I  think,  pretty  much  have  been 

16  discussed  and  pretty  much  agreed  upon.    But  the 

17  lead  is  something  we  still  need  to  have  some 

18  discussion  on.    And  we  could  make  a  copy  of  that 

19  for  folks  to  take  a  look  at. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  would  suggest  it 

21  would  be  a  good  thing  to  make  available  to  the  Main 

22  Post  Committee  prior  to  the  next  committee  meeting 

23  so  that  maybe  we  could  talk  about  it  at  that 

24  point. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    If  you  want 
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1  copies,  what's  a  good  way  of  getting  them? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  can  fax  them 

3  out  tomorrow. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  afternoon 

5  meeting  had  to  do  a  lot  with  what  Ned  was  talking 

6  about,  going  through  a  large  number  of  tables  with 

7  respect  to  all  the  questions  that  Jan  was  asking, 

8  what  birds,  what  contaminant  levels,  what  are  they 

9  going  to  agree  on  for  all  the  different 

10  constituents.    And  I  probably  felt  like  Scott  did 

11  during  that  conversation.    I  had  really  nothing  to 

12  base  any  contribution  on.    So  it  was  a  difficult 

13  one  for  me  to  sit  through.    Perhaps  you  guys  could 

14  fill  in  a  little  bit  more  on  that. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  develop  these 

16  tables.    If  folks  want  to  get  these,  these  are 

17  tables  that  will  eventually  appear  in  the 

18  ecological  risk  assessment  after  they  have  been 

19  modified  to  a  certain  extent.    We're  still  having 

20  discussions  with  regulatory  agencies,  fish  and 

21  wildlife,  those  type  of  people. 

22  One  thing  that  came  out  of  today  is  that 

23  there's  a  group  for  the  Bay  Region  that's  doing 

24  similar  efforts  on  their  own  for  small  mammals  and 

25  birds.    And  I  guess  they're  having  some  meetings 
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1  and  hope  to  have  some  document  by  the  end  of  this 

2  month.    What  they're  going  to  do  by  next  Thursday 

3  is  review  the  tables  we  have  and  compare  the  values 

4  and  the  studies  we've  been  looking  at  with  the 

5  information  they  have  been  developing  to  see  where 

6  there's  major  disconnects,  if  they're  off  by  an 

7  order  of  magnitude.    They're  going  to  highlight 

8  those  and  identify  them  to  us. 

9  And  so  we'll  take  a  look  at  those  studies. 

10  But  in  many  cases  we  already  looked  at  many  of  the 

11  studies  they  already  incorporated,  but  they  are 

12  going  to  look  at  that.    And  by  next  Thursday, 

13  hopefully,  we'll  get  some  closure  on  some  of  these 

14  issues  as  to  what  studies  to  use,  how  to  apply 

15  them,  and  so  forth. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    John  do  you  want 

17  people  to  actually  say  they're  interested,  or  do 

18  you  want  to  just  fax? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  rather  have 

20  people  say.    If  you  want  a  copy  of  that,  just  call 

21  our  office  tomorrow  and  let  us  know.    It's  too  hard 

22  to  fax.    We  have  to  copy  it  and  mail  it.    Or  you 

23  can  just  let  me  know  tonight  and  I'll  make  a  note 

24  of  it  and  put  them  in  the  mail  to  you. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    It  might  be 
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1  simple  just  to  put  in  it  the  mail,  if  that's  all 

2  right.    I  think  is  an  important  point.    Is  that 

3  possible? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  is 

5  everyone  that's  sitting  here,  does  everyone  want  to 

6  look  at  this  ecological  risk  information?    Is  there 

7  anybody  who  doesn't  want  a  copy  of  it?  Okay. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay,  thanks. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

10  or  questions  on  the  RPM  meeting? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Just  out  of 

12  curiosity,  the  tank  place,  Building  207,  did  they 

13  just  take  that  tank  out? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  think  about 

15  three  weeks  ago  we  removed  three  10,000-gal Ion 

16  tanks. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Was  there 

18  already  indications  of  contamination  at  that  point 

19  or  did  it  happen  in  the  tank  removal? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    No.  Previous 

21  information  that  we  had  didn't  suggest  there  was  a 

22  problem  at  that  site.    There  was  tank  testing 

23  done.    Of  the  three  tanks,  it  indicated  they  tested 

24  tight.    I  understand  that  it  did  not  evaluate  the 

25  piping  connecting  the  tank  to  the  pump  island,  and 
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1  my  understanding  is  that's  where  most  of  the 

2  leakage  had  occurred. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Okay.     I  know 
'thing  about  the  UST  Program  and  all  that,  it  just 
<2ems  like  the  removal  might  be  the  source. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    No.    The  tanks 

7  were  empty,  or  nearly  empty.    But  there  was  very 

8  little  in  there. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     I  am  just 

10  surprised  that  prior  to  removing  the  tank  to 

11  determine  --  don't  they  do  soil  testing?  They 

12  didn't  test  the  soils  around  the  couplings? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  No. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We're  at  the  close 

15  of  our  meeting.    Did  anybody  want  to  revisit  a 

16  budget  question  before  we  end  tonight?    Okay,  that 

17  subject  remains  closed  for  the  moment. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I'd  like  that  on 

19  the  next  agenda. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay,  Saul.  I'd 

21  like  to  thank  everyone  for  attending  tonight,  and 

22  meeting  adjourned. 

23  (Meeting  adjourned  at  10:05  p.m.) 
24 

25  REPORTER'S  CERTIFICATE 
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I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 
the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 
true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 
notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 


Dated:  At  San  Francisco,  California  this 
 day  of   ,  1996. 


Elizabeth  Valstad 
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1  PROCEEDINGS 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Doug  Kern  is  not  here 

3  at  the  moment,  so  in  his  absence  I  will  do  my  best  to 

4  guide  us  through  the  meeting  here  this  evening.    So  I 

5  would  like  to  welcome  everybody  to  the  City  of  San 

6  Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board.    And  let  us  begin 

7  the  meeting.    Are  there  any  additions,  changes,  to  the 

8  agenda  as  it  stands?    Yes,  Jan. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  have  a  couple  sort  of 

10  announcements  I'd  like  to  make  if  we  can  put  them  on, 

11  probably  right  after  old  business. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Okay. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  couldn't  hear  you. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  have  a  couple  of  like 

15  announcements  that  I'd  like  to  make  and  let  people  know 

16  a  couple  of  things,  which  will  probably  take  about  five 

17  minutes  or  so.    So,  we'll  probably  put  it  on  after  old 

18  business. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  have  an  addition. 
20"'Ht.ybe  this  is  already  sort  of  on  the  agenda,  because 
21  it's  part  of  our  materials  here  but  the  summary  of  the 
'    "PM  meeting  and  especially  Building  207. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    We  can  make 

24  that  a  4-B  thing,  unless  there  is  any  objection.  And 

25  in  that  we'll  include  a  brief  discussion  of  the 
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1  production  of  the  RI  on  electronic  format,  or  discuss 

2  that  anyway. 

3  Anything  else,  changes,  additions, 

4  modifications  to  the  agenda?    If  not,  why  don't  we  have 

5  any  announcements,  then,  and  then  we'll  talk  about  the 

6  site  tour  f inalization.    So,  Jan,  you  want  to  just  go 

7  ahead  and  make  your  announcements  now? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay.    I  wanted  people 

9  to  be  aware  that  there's  a  regional  forum  on  military 

10  base  cleanup  technology.    It's  sponsored  in  part  by 

11  Career  Pro.    I  don't  know  how  many  people  might  be  on 

12  their  mailing  list,  but  for  those  members  who  arent,  I 

13  have  a  summary  of  this  forum.    And  what  it  is  supposed 

14  to  be  covering  is  the  new  technologies  and  such  and 

15  military  base  cleanup  technology. 

16  It's  a  two-day  forum,  where  the  registration 

17  fee  may  be  waived  for  some  people.    It's  happening  in. 

18  Milbrae,  and  it's  happening  on  September  26th  and  27th. 

19  If  you  would  like  to  participate,  it's  a  day  long;  so 

20  it  will  be  two  days  long.    There  are  some  people  who 

21  can  get  fees  waived,  and  also  what  they  call  a 

22  scholarship  so  that  you  can  you  have  some  support  for 

23  your  motel  rooms  or  hotel  rooms. 

24  And  that  needs  to  be  in,  I  think  almost  by 

25  tomorrow.    I'm  sorry  tell  you  about  this  so  late,  but  I 
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1  was  just  opening  my  mail  after  being  gone  for  a  couple, 

2  three  weeks.    So  if  you  would  want  that  information,  or 

3  you  think  you  might  be  interested,  please  come  by  and 

4  look  at  the  information  that  I  have  right  here  with  me. 

5  So,  that's  the  first  announcement. 

6  The  second  announcement  is  not  so  much  an 

7  announcement  as  really  a  couple  of  requests.    There  was 

8  a  review  by  the  Department  of  Health  Services  on  some 

9  radiation  documents  of  the  Army.    And  in  looking  at 

10  that,  I  was  hoping  I  could  ask  the  Army  to  make 

11  available  to  Howard  Nathel  and  myself,  who  are 

12  reviewing  radiation  documents,  the  same  information 

13  that  the  Department  of  Health  Services  requested  from 

14  the  Army,  and  also  to  ask  EPA  to  involve  their 

15  radiation  people  in  reviewing  the  documents  as  well. 

16  I  was  also  going  to  make  the  board  aware 

17  that  the  conclusion  of  the  Department  of  Health  Service 

18  person  was  that  based  upon  the  information  in  the 

19  document  they  didn't  really  feel  that  from  the 

20  conclusions  that  there  wasn't  a  problem  --  which  was  it 

21  was  really  well  supported  and  they  needed  some  more 

22  information  and  some  more  data.    So  I  wanted  people  to 

23  be  aware  of  that.    And  that,  I  think,  is  probably  my 

24  two  pieces  of  information.    Thanks,  Dave. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    The  next  issue 
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1  dates.    I  know  the  difficulty  in  attending  the  tour 

2  during  the  week  because  we  all  work.    So  we  thought 

3  maybe  we  could  have  an  early  morning  tour  if  the 

4  majority  wanted  to  go  that  route.    We  could  get 

5  started,  let's  say  6:30,  7:00,  7:30. 

6  The  tour  would  take  approximately  an  hour 

7  and  a  half,  and  we  could  visit  five  to  seven  key  sites, 

8  have  key  technical  people  to  assist  us,  to  be  there,  to 

9  answer  your  questions  and  provide  you  with  a  lot  of 

10  background  additional  information,  in  addition  to  the 

11  fact  that  there  will  be  activity  going  on  during  that 

12  time.    So  you'll  actually  be  able  to  see  the 

13  remediation  in  progress. 

14  The  same  idea  was  transferred  for  the  lunch 

15  time  start  date  between  11:30,  12:00,  12:30.  This 

16  would  be  an  extended  lunch  hour  for  you,  approximately 

17  an  hour  and  a  half,  but  would  give  you  an  opportunity 

18  once  again  to  see  remediation  in  action.    We  can  show 

19  you  a  lot  of  different  sites,  have  a  lot  of  different 

20  support  people  there  to  answer  your  questions,  give  you 

21  the  background  informat  ion  that  I  think  you'd  like  to 

22  have. 

23  However,  if  that's  not  possible,  if  we  can't 

24  get  enough  people  to  attend  on  those  times,  then  we  can 

25  go  ahead  and  initiate  a  weekend  tour  which  would  give 

CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


TinyTran 

RAB  MEETING  -  SEPTEMBER,  1996 

6 

1  is  the  RAB  site  tour,  which  has  been  postponed  on  a 

2  couple  of  occasions;  and  there  has  been  some  difficulty 

3  in  establishing  some  dates.    As  I  understand  it  right 

4  now,  you  have  two  pieces  of  paper  in  front  of  you,  one 

5  that's  a  description  of  the  RAB  site  tour  and  another 

6  one  is  a  site  tour  sample  agenda.    On  the  site  tour 

7  sheet  you  can  see  four  possible  tour  dates,  Saturday 

8  September  21st,  Saturday,  September  28th,  and  possible 

9  weekday  tour  dates  of  Thursday,  September  26th  or 

10  Tuesday,  October  1st. 

11  MR.  SCHMIDT:    If  I  may,  let  me  clarify  while 

12  we  have  those  dates,  what  I'd  like  you  to  consider  as 

13  we  try  to  move  forward  on  this  site  tour.    We  had  nine 

14  or  ten  people  signed  up  for  the  tour.    They  had 

15  indicated  that  their  best  time  to  participate  would  be 

16  on  the  weekends.    However,  to  have  a  weekend  site  tour 

17  means  at  visiting  locations  that  there  will  be  no 

18  activity,  and  not  being  able  to  talk  with  people  that 

19  are  working  on  the  site  to  find  out,  you  know,  what's 

20  going  on,  how  they  do  it,  so  on  and  so  forth. 

21  In  addition  to  that,  we  wanted  to  solicit 

22  the  help  of  some  key  technical  people  to  assist  with 

23  the  tour  to  ensure  that  we  can  answer  can  all  your 

24  questions  about  what's  going  on.    So  we  thought  that  we 

25  could  offer  you,  in  replacement,  a  couple  of  different 
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1  us  a  little  bit  longer  time  in  which  to  conduct  a  tour. 

2  You  can  see  a  few  more  sites  that  way,  but  once  again 

3  there  would  not  be  any  activity  going  on  during  that 

4  time. 

5  So  what  I'd  like  the  RAB  members,  especially 

6  the  nine  who  signed  up,  to  consider  is  participating  in 

7  an  early  morning  or  afternoon  tour  during  the  week. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    Thomas,  are  you 

9  expecting  folks  then  to  sign  up  for  one  of  these  four 

10  dates  here  as  a  preference  at  this  meeting  so  that  a 

11  final  date  will  be  determined  as  of  the  end  of  tonight? 

12  MR.  SCHMIDT:     If  that's  possible.     I  don't 

13  know  if  all  the  nine  people  who  signed  up  for  the  tour 

14  are  here.    But  if  you  can  choose  a  date,  then  we  can  go 

15  forward.    If  not,  I  can  poll  the  RAB  members  a  little 

16  later  on  and  public,  the  --  notify  everybody  of  the 

17  results. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  have  a  quick  question 

20  about  the  tour  agenda.    I  notice  that  there's  60 

21  minutes  set  aside  during  the  week  to  tour  five  to  seven 

22  sites.    And  presumably  they're  all  spread  over  the 

23  Presidio.     It  doesn't  seem  like  very  much  time.  It 

24  would  be  like  ten  minutes  to  get  to  a  site  and  get  the 

25  scoop  on  what's  going  on. 
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1  So,  is  that  reasonable  to  expect  for  people 

2  to  plan  on  it,  that  you  could  do  that  in  60  minutes? 
"t  seems  to  me  to  get  any  kind  of  worthwhile 

.iformation,  it  might  take  a  little  bit  longer  than 

5  that. 

6  MR.  SCHMIDT:     I  would  love  to  take  longer. 

7  I'd  like  to  take  our  time  with  this.    None  of  this  is 

8  set  in  stone.    This  is  an  idea  for  us  to  work  off  of, 

9  because  I  believe  a  site  tour  during  the  week  would  be 

10  far  more  educational  and  beneficial  to  all  our  new 

11  members  than  on  the  weekend. 

12  So,  I'm  not  sure  of  the  time  that  people 

13  have  available  during  the  day.    We  can  start  with  an 

14  hour  and  a  half  time.    We  believe  we  can  get  a  lot  done 

15  during  that  time  period.    Of  course,  it  wouldn't  be  as 

16  detailed  as  we  could  if  it  was  two-and-a-half  hours, 

17  but  I  think  that's  solely  up  to  the  participants  who 

18  are  available  for  that  particular  site  tour. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  I  think  that  this 

20  is  the  intent  here  with  the  sample  tour  agenda,  is  that 

21  it's  merely  a  sample,  that  the  likelihood  of  doing  five 

22  to  seven  size  in  60  minutes  is  probably  not  reasonable. 

23  But  again,  we  would  need  to  see  all  FDS  sites  that  are 

24  being  remediated.    We  can  only  go  see  a  section. 

25  We  wouldn't  need  to  go  to  all  the  tank 
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1  the  break  or  at  the  end  of  the  meeting  on  the  date  -- 

2  your  preferred  date  for  the  site  tour,  and  then  I  guess 

3  the  majority  participation  will  be  the  date  chosen.  Is 

4  that  the  plan?    Okay.    So  that  takes  care  of  the  site 

5  tour  issue. 

6  The  next  issue  is  a  continuation  of  the 

7  discussion  on  the  budget.    So  I  am  prepared  to  answer 

8  any  questions  anyone  has  about  the  Presidio  cleanup 

9  budget.    Yes,  Bob? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    I  asked  for  this  item 

11  to  be  put  on  the  agenda.    I  just  want  to  start  out  with 

12  a  little  bit  of  background.    It's  my  concern  that 

13  budget  issues  are  becoming  increasingly  important  for 

14  the  board  to  think  about  in  much  more  detail  than  we 

15  have  so  far.    At  every  location,  that  is  the  old  sites 

16  and  fill  sites,  I  did  follow  up  on  the  information  that 

17  we  talked  about  at  the  last  meeting  and  asked  for 

18  copies  of  those  FY- ' 95  to  '97  budgets  that  David 

19  mentioned  last  time.    And  if  others  have  not  received 

20  them,  I  think  they're  a  good  thing  to  get  because 

21  they're  very  instructive. 

I  guess  I  would  put  my  broad  concerns  about 
,udget  issues  into  three  sort  of  categories.    First  of 

24  all,  you  know,  we  talked  about  a  lot  of  different 

25  alternatives  of  cleanups  at  various  sites,  like  do  we 
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1  sites,  maybe  just  one  or  two  tank  sites  or  something 

2  like  that,  or  one  of  the  landfill  sites  where  we  have 

3  some  monitoring,  to  discuss  those  issues  there  or 

4  something  like  that.    So  I  think  once  we  finalize  the 

5  actual  date  that  folks  want  to  participate  in  the  tour, 

6  then  I  think  we  can  put  our  heads  together  and  figure 

7  out  what  key  points  of  interest  folks  want  to  look  at. 

8  That  may  be  only  two  or  three  sites  or  something  like 

9  that,  given  the  condensed  time  frame  that  we  have  to 

10  work  with.    So  the  first  priority  is  just  to  settle  on 

11  a  date,  and  then  we'll  finalize  a  tour  agenda  after 

12  that. 

13  Okay.    Any  other  issues  about  the  site  tour? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Could  I  just  ask,  are 

15  we  supposed  to,  like,  vote  on  a  date  now,  or  are  we 

16  supposed  to  tell  Thomas  what  we  felt,  or  is  the  office 

17  going  to  contact  us? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Do  you  have  signup 

19  sheets  available? 

20  MR.  SCHMIDT:    Yes,  we  can  sign  everyone  up 

21  today.    If  you  can  just  manually  take  the  --  this  early 

22  session  to  look  over  your  calendar,  then  when  we  break, 

23  come  over  here  and  we'll  take  names  and  time  you're 

24  available  and  we'll  contact  you  after  that. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So,  folks,  sign  up  at 
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1  want  a  super  cleanup,  do  we  want  a  quick  and  dirty 

2  cleanup  --  and  I  don't  mean  that  in  a  pejorative  sense 

3  --  or,  you  know,  something  in  the  middle.    And  we're 

4  going  to  go  to  these  huge  binders  and  think  about  them, 

5  and  make  decisions  maybe  many  months  from  now. 

6  But  in  fact,  or  in  practice,  perhaps  that 

7  the  decision  is  already  made  today  because  of  line  item 

8  budget  for  that  site.    And  I  think  that's  something  for 

9  us  all  to  be  aware  of,  that  is  there,  and  do  we  agree 

10  with  the  constraint  that  an  already  budgeted  item 

11  imposes  on  a  future  remedy  selection.    I  think  that's 

12  an  extremely  real  problem  at  every  single  location  on 

13  the  Presidio. 

14  The  other  problem  to  consider  when  thinking 

15  about  these  budget  issues,  is,  as  David  pointed  out 

16  last  time,  of  course  it  is  difficult  to  ask  for  more 

17  money  today  after  we've  already  gotten,  X  many  millions 

18  of  dollars  already,  and  do  we  think  that  the 

19  possibilities  or  the  potential  to  receive  more  funds  is 

20  insurmountable  or  doable.    I  think  that's  a  very 

21  unanswered  question.    In  other  words,  is  the  line  item 

22  budget  that  we  get  a  copy  of,  is  that  really  the  limit 

23  of  the  funds  available? 

24  And  then  sort  of  related  to  that  concern, 

25  if,  when  you  have  four  different  remedy  alterna*,; 
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1  front  of  you  being  proposed  by  the  Army  in  any 

2  document,  is  the  statement  of  the  problem  by  the  Army 

3  that,  "Well,  we  don't  have  any  more  funds,"  how  closely 

4  or  critically  do  we  want  to  examine  that  statement  and 

5  think  about,  well,  is  that  a  true  statement  in  the 

6  sense  that  it's  really  impossible  to  get  more  funds,  or 

7  if  you  were  David  Wilkins  and  you  were  doing  the 

8  budget,  would  you  have  put  the  line  item  amounts  in 

9  another  perspective  or  would  you  have  allocated  funds 

10  differently. 

11  And  I  think  those  are  good  questions  for  us 

12  to  ask.    What  if  we  were  in  charge  of  the  budget 

13  individually;  how  would  we  have  allocated  line  item 

14  amounts.    And  that  came  up  quite  a  lot  today  --just  as 

15  an  example  --  in  the  RPM  meeting  when  we  talked  about  a 

16  couple  of  different  sites.    So  that's  why  I  say  I  want 

17  to  keep  that  issue  before  us,  in  fact  even  more  going 

18  into  the  future,  because  that's  when  those  decisions 

19  are  going  to  be  made. 

20  In  that  spirit,  I  have  a  couple  of  questions 

21  about  some  of  the  ways  in  which  we  are  spending  money. 

22  I  mean,  that's  one  of  the  things  we  talked  about  today: 

23  do  we  agree  with  the  way  we  are  spending  money  at 

24  different  sites.    And  just  as  one  example,  I'm  don't 

25  take  this  --  I'm  sort  of  taking  this  at  random,  really. 
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1  from  Dames  &  Moore  I'm  referring  to.    So  the  original 

2  RI  contract  expired  in  May  of  this  year.    We  have 

3  obtained  an  additional  $400,000  to  continue  production 

4  or  completion  of  the  RI/FS  ROD  process.    And  part  of 

5  that  cost  included  doing  the  plotting  maps. 

6  Now,  the  specific  dollar  amount  for  the 

7  plotting  maps  I'm  not  sure.    All  I  know  is  it's  a 

8  portion  of  that  $400,000.    Mike,  would  you  have  a 

9  ballpark  figure  on  just  the  cost  for  the  plotting  maps? 

10  MR.  SCHMIDT:    They're  actually  (inaudible) 

11  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    When  you  asked  for 

12  the  other  $400,000,  you  went  to  the  BRAC  fund  or  the 

13  DERA  fund,  or  which  fund  did  you  ask  for  it  from? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    All  that  money  is  BRAC 

15  money. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    So  at  some  point  in 

17  fiscal  year  1996,  is  that  when  you  made  that  request? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  right. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     In  other  words,  you 

20  did  find  an  opportunity  to  ask  for  and  obtain  more 

21  funds  than  you  thought  had  been  allocated  to  you  under 

22  the  BRAC  system. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Not  entirely.  What 

24  was  done  was  that  there  was  a  line  item  in  the  work 

25  plan  for  which  we  reprogrammed  the  $400,000  from  that 
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1  I'm  not  taking  this  to  single  this  out  as  a  particular 

2  issue  of  how  money  is  being  spent,  but  like  I  say,  I'm 

3  appreciating  more  the  importance  of  the  budget. 

4  We  talked  today  about  the  difficulty  and  the 

5  cost  of  producing  posting  maps  in  the  RI.    And  I  just 

6  have,  as  a  question,  how  much  does  it  cost,  how  much 

7  extra  did  it  cost  or  how  much  is  it  going  to  cost  to 

8  produce  though  posting  maps? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Just  for  the  posting 

10  maps? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  mean,  what  I  heard 

12  today  is  that  several  people  are  working  on  it 

13  full-time;  that  it's  going  to  delay  the  publication  of 

14  the  RI  just  as  a  task  in  itself  because  it's  so 

15  difficult  to  accomplish.    And  I'm  not  saying  we 

16  shouldn't  do  posting  maps;  I'm  just  asking  factually, 

17  again,  to  think  about  what  if  I  were  doing  the  budget, 

18  would  I  want  to  spend  X  number  of  dollars  on  the 

19  posting  maps  versus  X  number  of  dollars  on  something 

20  else.    And  I'm,  just  for  information,  asking  as  an 

21  example. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    If  you  can 

23  recall,  the  original  RI  contractual  budget  expired  in 

24  May  of  this  year  --  and  Mike,  please  chime  in  if  I'm 

25  making  an  incorrect  statement.    That's  Mike  Schmidt 
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1  line  item.    So  we  reduced  a  line  item  that  was  already 

2  in  the  work  plan  by  $400,000  and  added  it  to  the 

3  existing  line  item  for  funding  the  RI/FS.    That's  what 

4  happened. 


5  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    So  there  was  $400,000 

6  from  another  project  that  you  took  to  put  into  the 

7  RI/FS  project. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  correct. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD :    Okay.    Well,  I  don't 


10  know  if  that's  the  right  decision  or  the  wrong 

11  decision.    I'm  just  saying  there  is  an  example  of  what 

12  I  was  just  saying.    I  think  that  this  budget,  which  is 

13  partially  described  by  the  line  item  budgets  that  David 

14  produces,  is  something  for  us  all  to  examine  very 

15  carefully,  because  those  decisions,  especially  when  it 

16  comes  to  remedy  selection,  which  is  the  most  important 

17  decision,  are  going  to  be  affected  by  the  ability  to 

18  change  that  spreadsheet  or  add  to  it. 

19  And  I,  for  one,  think  that  we  need  to  --  I 

20  mean,  we  don't  have  all  of  the  information  or  facts 

21  available  to  us,  especially  as  public  members.    But  to 

22  the  extent  that  we  can,  that's  an  extremely  good 

23  exercise.    I  don't  have  any  other  questions. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.  Jan. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  have  a  few.    What  you 
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1  did  before  you  chose  to  take  from  one  part  of  your 

2  funding  and  move  it  over  to  another  part,  does  the 

otential  exist  for  you  to  actually  request  additional 
,unds  over  and  above  what  you  were  allocated  from  some 

5  other  pot  in  the  Army  or  from  unused  funds  or  from 

6  funds  that  are  returned  toward  the  end  of  the  fiscal 

7  year?    Do  you  have  the  potential  of  doing  that? 


8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    How  many  different 

10  funds  do  you  have  the  potential  to  try  and  tap  into? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the  funds  that 


12  we  could  possibly  obtain  are  from  other  BRAC 

13  facilities.    For  example,  all  of  the  1996  funding  we 

14  received  was  redirected  from  Fort  Devons,  because  they 

15  had  an  overage.    And  all  of  the  overage  that  was  at 

16  Fort  Devons  was  actually  distributed  to  several  other 

17  BRAC  facilities.    So  it  wasn't  just  at  the  Presidio. 

18  But  in  our  work  plan  we  had  established  a 

19  series  of  project  sites  for  work  to  be  done,  and  all  of 

20  those  weren't  going  to  be  funded  because  there  just 

21  wasn't  the  money  there.    In  other  words,  there  is  no 

22  money  in  the  BRAC  1  account.    That's  expired.    So  the 

23  only  money  that's  available  is  in  BRAC  2,  3  and  4. 

24  And  as  far  as  end  of  the  year  money,  yes, 

25  that's  possible  that  between  now  and  September  30th 
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1  funds,  plus  any  other  additional  funds?    Do  all  the 

2  bases  put  in  their  proposals  and  work  plans  like  for 

3  the  whole  fiscal  year  and  then  certain  parts  get 

4  funded,  and  then  what  doesn't  get  funded  is  in  one  big 

5  pot,  and  then  somebody  back  in  headquarters  decides  if 

6  there's  any  extra  money  how  it's  going  to  be  allocated? 

7  I  mean,  what's  your  process? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  right.  That 

9  all  happens  at  the  Pentagon.    Those  decisions  are  made 

10  at  the  Pentagon.    So  the  request  from  each  individual 

11  installation  is  submitted  up  through  the  MACOMs,  the 

12  major  commands.    For  the  Presidio,  that's  Forces 

13  Command.    Then  Forces  Command  and  all  the  other  MACOMs 

14  submit  that  information  to  the  Pentagon. 

15  So  the  Pentagon  has  a  list  of  all  the 

16  requirements  out  there  from  the  field,  and  they  have  a 

17  limited  number  of  dollars  that  get  distributed  based  on 

18  priorities,  and  their  assessment  of  what  facilities 

19  have  more  importance  than  other  facilities,  or  what 

20  major  commands  have  more  importance  than  other  major 

21  commands  and  the  money's  distributed. 

And  then  throughout  the  fiscal  year  that 
..    .ioney  is  distributed.    Any  money  that's  not  obligated 

24  by  a  given  facility  that  may  expire,  for  example  by  the 

25  end  of  that  fiscal  year,  if  an  installation  is  not 
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1  there  could  be  further  redistribution  of  funds  from 

2  other  BRAC  facilities  that  would  come  to  the  Presidio. 

3  But  any  money  that  comes  here  is  going  to  be  BRAC 

4  money.     It's  not  going  to  be  DERA  or  any  other  type  of 

5  funding.    It  will  only  be  BRAC  funding. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     So,  have  you  like 

7  prepared  proposals  or  the  preliminary  information  so 

8  you  would  have  it  ready  to  send  in  for  additional  money 

9  at  the  end  of  the  year  if  that  becomes  available,  or  do 

10  you  like  wait  to  find  out  if  it's  available?  Because 

11  the  fiscal  year  ends  September  30th.    You  don't  have  a 

12  lot  of  lead  time,  usually. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  for  example  in 

14  our  FY- '97  budget  they  only  funded  a  third  of  the 

15  projects,  for  example.    So  if  we  get  any  end  of  the 

16  year  money,  it  would  be  used  to  funds  those  unfunded 

17  projects  for  FY- '97. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  you  have  the 

19  paperwork  all  ready  to  request  the  funds? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    That  work  plan 

21  was  submitted  actually  a  few  months  ago.  Revisions 

22  were  submitted  more  recently,  but  the  original  work 

23  plan  was  submitted  several  months  ago. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  how  does  the  Army 

25  operate  these  additional  funds  and  the  end  of  year 
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1  going  to  obligate  it,  it  gets  returned.    And  that 

2  returned  money  then  gets  redistributed  out  to 

3  facilities  that  do  have  the  ability  to  obligate  it 

4  quicker. 

5  Here  at  the  Presidio  we  have  contract 

6  mechanisms  that  will  allow  us  to  obligate  money  almost 

7  instantaneously.    For  example,  we  have  the  total  of  our 

8  environmental  restoration  contract  that  gives  us  that 

9  type  of  flexibility.    So  in  the  event  that  there  are 

10  redistributed  funds  between  now  and  the  end  of  the 

11  fiscal  year,  we  have  a  contract  mechanism  available  to 

12  obligate  those  monies  and  put  them  to  use,  and  we  have 

13  specified  projects  and  a  work  plan  that  those  dollars 

14  would  go  to. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  it  seems  like  the 

16  one  thing  that  you  don't  have  here  at  the  facility  is 

17  the  ability  to  lobby  for  your  facility  in  the  Pentagon? 

18  Would  that  be  an  accurate  characterization? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  correct.  Not 

20  directly.    I  mean,  our  MACOM  lobbies  on  behalf  of  all 

21  of  its  facilities.    Obviously  Forces  Command  wants  to 

22  see  all  of  its  installations  clean  up  their  facilities, 

23  so  they  do  that  type  of  lobby.    On  occasion  I  get 

24  invited  back  to  specifically  lobby  on  behalf  of  the 

25  Presidio.    I  did  that  back  in  1994  when  we  were  --  when 
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1  we  were  disbursed  the  51  million  dollars  for  the  fiscal 

2  year  '95  budget. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Do  we  have  enough  funds 

4  to  do  the  job  we're  supposed  to  be  doing  for  the  fiscal 

5  year? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     For  '96,  yes;  for  '97 

7  no.    For  FY- '97  we  only  had  enough  dollars  to  fund 

8  about  a  third  of  the  work  that  was  in  the  work  plan. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Will  the  city  get  some 

10  preference  over  other  bases  that  are  closing  because  we 

11  have  to  have  it  cleaned  up  for  the  Park  Commission? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's  a  hard 

13  question.    I  think  the  --  and  I  don't  want  to  speak  for 

14  the  folks  back  in  Washington,  but  it  seems  that  their 

15  attitude  is  that  the  Presidio,  being  a  BRAC  1  site,  and 

16  having  already  been  disbursed  over  a  hundred  million 

17  dollars  for  the  site  and  not  having  cleaned  it  up,  is 

18  having  a  harder  time  to  compete  for  available  dollars 

19  at  the  BRAC  budget,  especially  since  we  have  BRAC  '95 

20  sites  available  which  are  taking  up  the  majority  of  the 

21  BRAC  dollars  that  are  out  there. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  have  two  requests 

23  in  response  to  what  you've  been  saying.    First  of  all, 

24  I  think  we  certainly  have  the  ability  to  lobby  wherever 

25  we  want,  and  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  to  provide  the 
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1  your  prioritization  or  your  --  like  I  say,  I  don't  know 

2  that  we  can  be  factually  informed  enough  to  comment  on 

3  individual  amounts,  but  the  conclusions  from  that 

4  budget  are  conclusions  that  we  can  have  an  opinion 

5  about.    And  I  think  that  it's  something  that  we  should 

6  try  to  have  more  idea  about  beforehand. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  during  the  last 

8  month  and  a  half  that  we've  had  a  few  budget  meetings 

9  where  we've  discussed  these  items,  one  of  the  things 

10  that  we  talked  about  is  what  are  the  assumptions  to  be 

11  made  in  determining  funding  levels  and  things  like 

12  that,  and  why  are  we  funding  this  particular  project 

13  site  and  assumptions  like  that.    And  that  wasn't  done 

14  in  a  vacuum  by  the  Army;  that  was  done  with  the  BCT. 

15  It  included  the  Park  Service. 

16  And  my  guidance  is  that  reuse  drives  the 

17  cleanup.    And  it  was  really  with  a  lot  of  input  from 

18  the  Park  Service  that  we  established  priorities  for 

19  cleanup.     For  example,  in  our  discussion  today  when  we 

20  were  talking  about  Building  207  versus  Building  1349 

21  and  the  cleanup  of  those  two  areas,  I  think  it  came  out 

22  to  be  quite  clear  the  Park  Service's  priority  at  this 

23  point  is  to  clean  up  the  sites  along  Crissy  Field. 

24  That  doesn't  mean  that  the  Army  is  walking 

25  away  from  its  obligation  to  clean  up  these  other  sites; 
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1  names  and  addresses  of  even  people  at  the  Pent  --  I 

2  mean,  obviously  Nancy  Pulosi  wants  to  get  the  money.  I 

3  mean,  you  don't  have  to  lobby  her  too  hard.    But,  I 

4  mean,  it  would  be  nice  to  know  the  names  of  other 

5  people  to  write  letters  if  we  felt  like  it. 

6  And  then  my  second  request  is  maybe  a  little 

7  bit  more  difficult.    I  mean,  first  of  all,  I  appreciate 

8  very  much  the  importance  and  the  difficulty  of  somebody 

9  who  does  have  demands  of  the  budget  to  have,  you  know, 

10  a  sort  of  non-democratic  way  of  doing  that.    I  mean,  I 

11  don't  think  you  can  totally  budget  the  entire  project 

12  by  committee  or  public  approval. 

13  On  the  other  hand,  because  of  what  I  said 

14  before,  that  my  concern  is  that  remedy  selection  is 

15  really  presumed  already  by  the  budget,  and  that  the 

16  documents  that  we're  going  to  see  over  the  next  few 

17  months  are  just  fulfillments  of  that  already  decided 

18  result,  that  I  think  to  the  extent  possible  it  would  be 

19  nice  for  us  to  know  ahead  of  time  what  you're  proposing 

20  to  think  of  as  your  budget. 

21  For  example,  last  month  when  you  did  that 

22  FY- '97  budget,  you  said  you  had  to  do  it  in  two  days  or 

23  whatever,  I  don't  know  how  long  you  were  thinking  about 

24  it,  but  that  is  the  kind  of  item  that  I  think  our  board 

25  should  think  about  ahead  of  time:    Do  we  agree  with 
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1  it  merely  means  that  those  are  deferred  as  less 

2  important  for  the  time  being  than  dealing  with  Crissy 

3  Field.    And  that's  the  type  of,  I  think,  prioritization 

4  analysis  that  goes  into  developing  the  work  plan. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Yeah,  I'm  just  saying 

6  that's  great,  and  also  we  can  have  an  opinion  about 

7  that  too. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  correct.  And 

9  in  the  case  where  we've  had  the  budget  meetings, 

10  certainly  Doug  Kern  as  a  RAB  member  was  there  --  I 

11  think  Scott  Miller  and  Doug  Kern  were  there,  so  that's 

12  two  members  on  another  occasion.    I  don't  know  what 

13  else  to  tell  you.    I  mean,  we  do  have  these  meetings 

14  like  with  all  of  our  other  meetings  that  are  during 

15  normal  business  days,  and  I  know  folks  can't  always  get 

16  there  to  participate  in  those  meetings,  but  it's  an 

17  open  door.    We're  not  excluding  your  participation. 

18  And  for  the  RABs  that  were  there,  you  know,  they  asked 

19  the  questions,  and  -- 

20  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  if  they  were, 

21  that's  great.     I  didn't  hear  a  report  from  them.  I'm 

22  just  saying  my  request  now  is  that  in  the  future  -- 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    David,  don't  you  have 

24  someplace,  some  kind  of  document  that  has  estimated  the 

25  cost  of  each  site  from  investigation  to  cleanup,  and 
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1  that  would  --  if  you  could  give  that  to  the  RAB  with 

2  the  understanding  that  it's  a  planning  document  and  a 

allpark  estimate  that  could  change  over  time  as  your 
.vnowledge  of  the  site  changes,  that  would  give  the 

5  board  an  idea  of  the  dollar  amounts  for  each  particular 

6  site,  and  they  could  get  a  sense  of  how  much  it  might 

7  cost.    And  that  might  help  them  in  a  prioritization. 

8  And  then  if  you  could  give  them  to  the 

9  members  how  you  did  your  prioritization,  the  criteria 

10  that  you  used,  if  you  used  other  than  the  Park  Service 

11  wants  Crissy  Field  first,  which  you  probably  had  other 

12  things,  those  two  things  with  your  conclusions  of  what 

13  the  priorities  are,  we  would  begin  to  have  maybe  enough 

14  information  to  discuss  among  ourselves  and  perhaps  with 

15  you  on  what  priorities  we  agree  with  or  don't  agree 

16  with,  and  maybe  come  up  with  a  good  discussion.  Is 

17  that  possible? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yeah,  that's  certainly 

19  possible.    I  mean,  that's  the  process  that  we  go 

20  through  during  the  budget  meetings  that  we've  had.  So 

21  if  you  have  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  those 

22  meetings,  that's  the  process  that  you  would  experience. 

23  The  actual  estimates  that  are  developed  are 

24  very  ballpark.    The  difficulty  in  developing  estimates 

25  for  environmental  cleanup  is  that  there  is  just  so  many 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    And  the 

2  numbers  that  you  see  in  our  work  plan  represent  our 

3  anticipated  cost  of  doing  cleanup  at  these  respective 

4  sites. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    There  was  a  question 

6  with  regard  to  this.    I  mean,  we've  got  contracted 

7  activities;  we've  got  activities  that  were  sort  of 

8  projected  out  in  terms  of  what  we  need  to  do;  there  are 

9  the  things  we  discover  as  we  stick  a  shovel  in  the 

10  ground  and  find,  you  know,  new  and  fun  things  to  deal 

11  with.    And  that  all  goes  into  the  out-year  projections. 

12  And  there  was  comments  made  about  funding  in  the 

13  out-years  about  where  those  funding  sources  are  going 

14  to  come  from,  and  I'd  like  some  clarification  on  that 

15  myself. 

16  Now,  I  understood  from  what  I  heard  you  say 

17  earlier,  David,  that  the  funding  for  this  facility  was 

18  going  to  come  entirely  from  BRAC,  and  that  even  though 

19  BRAC  1  funding  was  going  to  expire  because  we're  at  the 

20  end  of  that  cycle,  that  funding  will  come  from  other 

21  BRAC  cycles  coming  up.    So  there  was  a  comment  made,  I 

■slieve  at  the  budget  hearings  --  I  wasn't  there  -- 
.nat  future  funding  for  this  site  were  going  to  come 

24  out  of  FUDS,  the  FUDS  account.    Is  that  your 

25  understanding  of  the  situation? 
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1  unknowns,  and  a  lot  of  answers  aren't  known  until  you 

2  actually  put  a  shovel  in  the  ground.    And  that's  a 

3  problem. 

4  For  example,  at  site  207  we  did  a  --  we 

5  tightness  tested  the  tanks  and  the  piping  system  only 

6  last  year.    When  we  did  it  the  last  three  years  in  a 

7  row,  we  put  in  leak  detection  monitoring  systems  to 

8  bring  that  facility  up  to  1990  standards.    The  tanks 

9  had  already  met  the  standards.    And  yet  when  we  went  to 

10  excavate  the  tanks  we  found  out  that  there  was  all  this 

11  contamination  in  the  ground. 

12  The  suspicion  is  it  may  have  come  from  the 

13  pipes,  but,  you  know  they  were  tightness  tested.    Or  it 

14  may  have  come  from  the  tanks  there  that  were  previously 

15  there  before  they  were  placed  in  a  fiberglass  tank,  you 

16  know.    We  don't  know.    But  we  didn't  know  that  the 

17  contamination  was  there  until  we  excavated  the  site, 

18  because  as  far  as  we  were  concerned,  we  were  expecting 

19  to  have  a  clean  site.    Because  the  tanks  were  tightness 

20  tested;  they  passed  the  pipe  system  and  all  that. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  barring  that  kind 

22  of  occurrence,  wouldn't  these  planning  documents  give 

23  us  a  sense  of  the  relative  expense  of  one  site  over 

24  another  barring  any  new  developments  like  you're 

25  talking  about? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yeah,  I  would  like  to 

2  clarify  that  as  well,  because  of  an  electronic  mail 

3  transmission  that  was  sent  by  some  members  of  the 

4  general  public  regarding  the  Presidio  budget  expressing 

5  concern  or  confusion  regarding  this  out-year  funding. 

6  The  Presidio  will  utilize  BRAC  funds  for  as  long  as 

7  BRAC  funds  are  available.    We  expect  that  to  occur  at 

8  least  through  the  year  2001. 

9  So  in  other  words,  the  BRAC  1  funding 

10  expired  September  30th,  1995.    So  the  BRAC  funds  that 

11  are  available  are  from  BRAC  '91,  BRAC  '93  and  BRAC  '95. 

12  So  any  additional  funds  we  get,  like  the  funding  we 

13  have  for  FY- '96,  the  funding  we  have  for  FY- '97,  is 

14  borrowed  from  one  of  those  other  three  accounts. 

15  In  the  budget  meetings,  the  question  --  I 

16  actually  posed  a  question  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in 

17  terms  of  our  discussion  of  how  was  the  Presidio  going 

18  to  manage  long-term  operation  and  maintenance  of 

19  groundwater  treatment  systems  or  landfill  treatment 

20  systems  15,  20  years  in  the  future.    And  it  was 

21  speculation  that  there  won't  be  a  RAB  then;  there  won't 

22  be  a  BEC;  any  of  us  won't  be  around  here  in  terms  of 

23  daily  oversight  of  the  program. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    We  will. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yeah,  you  guys  will 
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1  still  be  here,  but  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  be 

2  managing  that  15  or  20  years  from  now.    And  the 

3  speculation  was  that  it  will  probably  be  managed  as  a 

4  FUDS  account.    That  wasn't  a  definite  statement  that  is 

5  was  going  to  be  FUDS.    There  may  be  BRAC  15  or  20  years 

6  from  now;  we  don't  know.    But  there  was  merely  a 

7  speculation,  for  those  long-term  out-year  management  of 

8  treatment  systems  and  things  like  that,  it  would  be 

9  managed  under  FUDS.    And  that's  all  that  it  was  talking 

10  about  --we  were  talking  about  in  those  budget 

11  discussions,  not  that  FUDS  would  be  next  year  or  the 

12  year  after  or  anything  like  that. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    What  establishes 

14  priorities  if  there  is  a  shortage  of  funds? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    If  there's  a  shortage 

16  of  funds?    Well,  what  we  do  is  we  identify  project 

17  sites  where  we  need  to  complete  a  remedial  action,  and 

18  those  are  all  put  into  the  work  plan.    The  priorities 

19  are  set  by  the  BRAC  cleanup  team,  specifically  driven 

20  by  Park  Service  reuse  priorities.    I  mean,  you  know,  if 

21  the  Park  Service  needs  to  have  Crissy  Field  done  first, 

22  and  that  is  more  important  to  them  than  say  something 

23  up  at  Fort  Scott,  then  that's  going  to  be  the  priority. 

24  So  in  a  sense  that's  what  is  driving  priority,  is  reuse 

25  by  the  Park  Service. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    But  that  issue  is  a 

2  substantial  concern  -- 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    If  he  did  say  that, 

4  then  that  was  inaccurate. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I'm  glad  to  hear  that 


6  because  again,  from  the  FY-'95  DRIP  report.  Defense 

7  Environmental  Restoration  Program  to  Congress,  we're 

8  tracking  a  $641  million  dollar  shortfall  from  BRAC  1 

9  site  funding.    Now,  ostensibly  the  report  indicates 

10  that  we  catch  up  by  2001,  maybe  at  a  deficit  of  ten 

11  something  million  dollars,  which  would  be  wonderful  if 

12  that  actually  occurred  at  that  point.    But  it  really  is 

13  based  on  whether  or  not  the  BRAC  funds  keep  up.  And 

14  you  can  keep  up  out  of  the  BRAC  2,  the  BRAC  2,  the  BRAC 

15  4  cycles. 

16  Understanding  how  that  process  is  going  to 

17  work  is  really  critical  to  our  being  able  to  advise  in 

18  how  the  funding  is  being  managed,  how  we  can  most 

19  efficiently  help  you  manage  those  funds  and  input. 

20  Because  if  we  are  look  at  FUDS  funding,  even  if  we're 

21  looking  at  FUDS  funding  for  dealing  with  that  $641 

22  million  shortfall,  we're  looking  at  a  very,  very 

23  different  kind  of  picture  than  we  are  from  BRAC 

24  funding.    And  it  will  be  a  substantial  concern  to  this 

25  RAB  if  we're  looking  at  FY- '99  and  we're  seeing  no 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    Two  questions.  When 

2  you  say  that  BRAC  ends  in  2001,  the  money  you're  going 

3  to  be  getting  from  '91,  '93,  '95? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I'm  not  saying 

5  that  BRAC  ends  definitively.    I'm  saying  that  as  far  as 

6  what  I  know  now  that  the  Presidio  will  be  funded  by 

7  BRAC  through  at  least  the  year  2001.    It  may  be  funded 

8  by  BRAC  beyond  that.    It  may  be  funded  by  BRAC  for  the 

9  next  20  years.    But  during  the  course  of  our  budget 

10  discussions,  the  issue  was  raised  how  do  we  deal  with 

11  long-term  monitoring;  how  do  we  deal  with  a  landfill 

12  treatment  system  at  Landfill  E  20  years  from  now. 

13  The  speculation  was  that  well,  it  may  be 

14  managed  as  a  FUDS  site  like  all  of  these  old  bases  from 

15  World  War  II  are  managed. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    Actually,  I  remember  I 

17  was  in  one  of  the  budget  meetings  and  John  Buck 

18  specifically  said  that  there  was  not  enough  money  to 

19  cover  FY- '97,  but  beyond  that,  FY- '98  and  '99  he  really 

20  thought  the  money  would  be  FUDS.    He  did  say  that  in 

21  the  meeting.    He  did  not  talk  about  long-term 

22  monitoring. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  John  is  not 

24  here.    I  don't  recall  him  saying  that.    I  can't  speak 

25  for  what  he  said. 
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1  money  there  and  we're  looking  at  FUDS  because  the 

2  Formal  Utilized  Defense  Site  budget  is  extremely 

3  crowded;  there's  a  number  of  facilities  in  there  and 

4  all  of  them  are  being  funded  at  very,  very  low  levels. 

5  And  so  we're  deeply  concerned  about  this  site  not  being 

6  caught  up  in  that  funding  cycle. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  does  everyone 

8  understand,  then,  that  as  far  as  I  know  that  any  funds 

9  at  the  Presidio  we'll  have  access  to  between  now  and 

10  2001  for  cleanup  of  our  facility  will  be  BRAC  funds? 

11  Beyond  2001  it  is  unknown.    It  could  be  BRAC;  it  could 

12  be  some  other  funding  source.    And  the  only  comment 

13  that  was  made  in  the  budget  meeting  was  that  for  the 

14  way,  way  out  stuff  it  was  speculated  that  perhaps  FUDS 

15  would  be  the  financial  management  pool  that  would 

16  handle  long-term  maintenance  of  systems  here, 

17  remediation  systems  here  at  the  Presidio.    And  that  was 

18  only  speculation.    That  was  not  a  definitive  answer. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    How  much  longer  do  you 

20  expect  it  to  go  beyond  the  year  2001? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  expect  that  we 

22  would  have  all  the  remedial  actions  either  completed  or 

23  in  place  by  the  year  2,000  and  the  funding  that  we 

24  would  need  beyond  that  would  be  for  the  long-term 

25  monitoring  systems  and  things  like  that  that  I  just 
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1  described. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Which  goes  to  Bob's 
oint  of  sufficiency,  to  make  sure  we  can  take 

advantage  of  the  BRAC  funding  brackets  while  they're 

5  there. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Could  you  clarify 

7  something  for  me?    Am  I  correct  in  understanding  that 

8  with  the  BRAC  1  funds  there  were  a  number  of  bases  that 

9  were  to  be  funded  at  that  time  which  included  the 

10  Presidio,  and  then  with  the  BRAC  2  funds  there  was 

11  another  group  that  was  coming  on  screen,  and  all  the 

12  ones  that  weren't  completed  with  BRAC  1  were  rolled 

13  into  BRAC  2? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  that's  not  how  it 

15  worked.    There  were  a  certain  number  of  installations 

16  that  came  out  in  each  of  the  four  BRAC  years,  '88,  '91, 

17  '93  and  '95,  and  each  of  those  had  approximately  -- 

18  there's  approximately  a  six-year  funding  window.  So 

19  the  BRAC  1  funding  time  period  expired  September  30th, 

20  1995,  so  there  are  no  more  BRAC  funds  available  for 

21  BRAC  1  sites.    So  for  BRAC  1  sites  that  still  have 

22  cleanup  requirements  like  we  have  at  the  Presidio,  we 

23  just  borrow  money  from  BRAC  "91,  93  and  95  budgets  to 

24  cover  our  shortfalls,  but  we  don't  actually  roll  the 

25  Presidio  into  BRAC  '91.    So  it  becomes  part  of  the  BRAC 
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1  '91.    We  merely  borrow  money  from  that  account  to  help 

2  finish  our  remedial  actions  here. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    One  of  the  concerns  we 

4  identified  in  looking  at  the  numbers  was  there  was  a 

5  steep  increase  in  the  number  of  installations  covered 

6  in  the  report  from  the  FY-'94  report  to  the  FY- '95 

7  report,  and  that  there  were  substantially  more 

8  installations  covered  by  less  money  than  what  we  saw  in 

9  the  previous  year.    So  is  there  any  strategy  that 

10  you're  currently  working  with  in  terms  of  keeping  us 

11  competitive  with  the  additional  requirements  in  those 

12  budgets? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  tell  you,  it's 

14  hard  to  stay  competitive.    I  mean,  when  we  find  sites 

15  like  207  that  we're  anticipating  is  going  to  be  a  major 

16  dollar  consumer,  it's  hard  to  stay  competitive  with 

17  other  facilities  that  aren't  finding  things  that  we're 

18  finding.    And  that's  our  problem  out  here  as  compared 

19  to  other  places. 

20  So  when  they  identify  requirements  in  their 

21  work  plan  and  it's  specifically  defined  by  site,  and 

22  they  aren't  finding  anything  new  and  they  get  allocated 

23  a  certain  amount  of  funds  and  they  clean  up  all  the 

24  sites,  they're  pretty  much  done.    We  try  to  do  the  same 

25  thing  and  it's  like,  "Oh,  well,  we  found  five  more 
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1  tanks  this  week,"  or  something  like  that. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:    I  hope  that  we're  not 

3  going  to  all  stay  passive  about  this  and  just  keep 

4  hearing  bad  news  from  David  about  how  little  money 

5  there  is,  or  some  other  facility  beat  us  out.  I'm 

6  saying  that  as  a  board,  let's  us  try  to  think  of  ways 

7  to,  I  don't  know,  write  more  letters  to  David's  bosses 

8  or  to  the  Pentagon,  or  --  I  volunteer  to  sit  on  some 

9  committee  if  other  people  want  to  do  that.    I'm  saying 

10  we  need  to  think  about  the  budget  more  actively,  and  in 

11  response  to  these  gloomy  my  messages. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     That's  where  I  was  going 

13  with  the  point  that  I  was  making,  is  that  in  order  to 

14  be  more  competitive  --  I  mean,  for  example,  in  BRAC  "95 

15  we're  also  dealing  with,  you  know,  a  one-billion  dollar 

16  cleanup  estimate  at  McClellans.    And,  you  know,  that's 

17  going  to  shoot  the  whole  budget,  you  know,  if  you're 

18  looking  at  it  that  way. 

19  So  I  think  that  there's  no  way  that  they're 

20  going  to  be  able  to  accomplish,  based  on  numbers  that 

21  we're  seeing  at  this  point  at  sites  like  McClellans  and 

ther  sites,  though,  incorporated  in  the  '95  budget  the 
.    _001  schedule  target.    So  with  small  sites  like  ours, 

24  even  those  we  are  discovering  new  things;  we're 

25  certainly  not  in  the  same  ballpark  as  McClellans  or 
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1  some  of  the  other  facilities  that  are  closing. 

2  And  so  I  think  it's  important  for  us  to  keep 

3  up  with  what  we  need  to  do  so  we  can  lobby  very,  very 

4  hard  for  it.    Also  I  think  as  a  RAB  we  need  to  be  up  to 

5  date  on  what  the  numbers  are  overall  so  that  we  can  do 

6  the  lobbying  that  Bob  is  pointing  out  so  that  you  can 

7  make  sure  that  you  have  sufficient  funding  to  do  the 

8  job  that  you  need  to  do  to  keep  up  with  the  cleanup 

9  costs.    So  I  am  a  little  concerned  about  that. 

10  And  I'm  also  concerned  that  when  you  talk  to 

11  the  undersecretary's  office  you're  hearing  the  argument 

12  that  there  is  enough  money,  there  will  be  enough  money, 

13  don't  worry.    And  a  lot  of  that's  been  on  the 

14  electronic  bulletin  board  stuff  as  you  alluded  to 

15  earlier. 

16  But  when  we  hear  it  on  the  command  level  -- 

17  and  it's  not  just  at  the  Presidio;  it's  at  Hunter's 

18  Point  and  other  Locations.    On  the  command  level  we're 

19  hearing  that  there  isn't  enough  money,  and  that  we 

20  shouldn't  expect  enough  money  to  do  a  lot  of  the  work 

21  that  we're  looking  for.    And  it's  that  disconnect 

22  between  what  we're  hearing  on  the  secretary  level  and 

23  what  we're  hearing  on  the  command  level  that  I,  for 

24  one,  find  very  discomforting. 

25  And  I  don't  know  how  you  deal  with  that.  ' 

CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


Page  9 


RAB  MEETING  -  SEPTEMBER,  1996 

37 

1  don't  know  what  message  you're  getting  that  Goodman's 

2  office  isn't  giving  out  generally  speaking.    And  maybe 

3  we  just  are  misunderstanding  what's  going  on,  but  there 

4  certainly  needs  to  be  greater  clarity  coming  out  of  DOD 

5  about  how  much  money's  going  to  be  there,  about  whether 

6  or  not  we  ought  to  be  concerned,  and  certainty  we  need 

7  to  be  getting  the  same  message  from  you  and  from  the 

8  secretary's  office  about  actually  what  the  situation  is 

9  going  to  be. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I'm  not  a 

11  politician,  so  I'm  not  going  to  lie  to  you. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  hopefully,  the 

13  undersecretary  isn't  either. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  I  wasn't 

15  insinuating  that  people  in  Washington  are  not  telling 

16  you  the  truth,  but  you  know  -- 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  can  make  up  my  own 

18  mind  about  that. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I'm  merely  saying  that 

20  what  the  reality  is  is  what  you  see  in  our  work  plan 

21  and  the  amount  of  dollars  that  we've  been  allocated. 

22  You  know,  there  are  a  couple  of  things  that  the  RAB 

23  could  possibly  do.    I  mean,  I  can  give  you  the  points 

24  of  contact  at  the  Pentagon  that  manage  the  funding  for 

25  the  Army,  but  one  of  the  things  that  RPM  and  the  BCT  do 
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1  volunteered  for  a  committee  and  I'm  perfectly  willing 

2  to  let  him  do  it.    But  as  a  beginning  for  that 

3  committee,  and  also  so  we  have  a  sense  of  what's  going 

4  to  be  the  most  expensive  site  and  what's  not,  and 

5  things  like  that. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Well,  one  of  the 

7  things  that  we  did  was  as  part  of  our  work  plan,  we 

8  just  identified  the  assumptions  that  we  had  for  funding 

9  each  of  the  specific  sites.    And  we  did  that  very 

10  generically.    We  had  categories  of  whether  it  was 

11  investigation,  characterization,  remediation,  design, 

12  or  if  it  was  --  yeah,  I  think  those  are  the  categories 

13  we  had.    So  we  just  had  very  general  assumptions  like 

14  that. 

15  I  mean,  we  didn't  get  into  specific 

16  engineering  estimates  because  in  a  lot  of  cases  we 

17  don't  have  enough  information  to  do  specific 

18  engineering  estimates.    For  example,  there  are  two  line 

19  items  in  our  '97  work  plan  that  are  tank  removals.  I 

20  mean,  we  have  that  in  the  work  plan  for  tank  removals. 

21  We  don't  know  what  tanks  those  are  or  where  they're  at; 

22  we  just  have  that  line  item  in  there. 

23  We  also  had  a  line  item  for  supplemental 

24  CERCLA  sites.    We  don't  know  where  those  are,  but  we 

25  wanted  to  get  a  place  holder  for  that  where  we  find 
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1  is  we  look  at  ways  to  cut  expenses  here,  you  know, 

2  innovative  field  sampling  techniques  with  the 

3  immunoacetate,  that  type  of  thing. 

4  There's  a  lot  of  things  we  can  do  here  to 

5  minimize  costs.    And  I  think  that  we're  doing  that.  I 

6  think  there's  enough  input,  you  know  with  you  folks  at 

7  the  RAB  and  all  the  other  smart  people  we  have  from  the 

8  Corps  and  AEC  and  our  contractors  that  are  helping  us 

9  do  that.    But,  you  know,  that's  not  putting  a  big  dent 

10  in  the  shortfall  that  we  have. 

11  Perhaps  they  know  something  that  I  don't 

12  know,  that  maybe  between  now  and  the  year  2001  we'll 

13  eventually  get  all  of  the  money  we  need  to  address  the 

14  issues  at  all  of  our  sites.    But  what  I  know,  and  right 

15  now  for  '96  and  '97,  we  have  a  shortfall. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    To  get  back  a  little  to 

17  what  we're  planning  at  the  Presidio,  I  see  we  have  two 

18  levels  of  problems.    We  have  the  prioritization  and  the 

19  funding  levels  for  the  Presidio  itself,  and  then  the 

20  more  global  issue  that  Saul  is  talking  about,  the 

21  funding  for  military  bases  in  general  across  the 

22  country. 

23  Do  you  have  a  problem  with  providing  us  with 

24  the  summary  information  we  were  talking  about  earlier 

25  as  a  starting  point  for  any  committees?  Bob 
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1  them.    It's  very  hard  to  come  up  with  a  detailed 

2  estimate  to  get  to  you  guys  to  review  or  make  some 

3  analysis  of  on  things  like  that.    And  even  for  the 

4  sites  that  we  know,  we  know  that  that  money  is  targeted 

5  for  investigation,  characterization,  design  or 

6  remediation.    So  I  don't  know  how  much  more  detail  you 

7  would  want  than  that. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  think  your  generic 

9  planning  document  would  probably  work  for  us,  because 

10  right  at  this  point  in  time  we're  probably  not  really 

11  as  concerned  about  the  detail  at  each  site  as  just 

12  getting  a  relative  sense  of  cost.    And  we  would 

13  understand  that  they  aren't  detailed  and  they  are 

14  planning  documents.    But  it  gives  us  a  place  to  start, 

15  and  it  give  us  some  concrete  figures  to  start  with. 

16  And  I  think  we  can  all  have  the  caveat  that 

17  they  can  be  changed  by  more  information  and  the  need  to 

18  do  more  work  on  the  site.    And  that  would,  I  think,  at 

19  least  get  us  started  in  grasping  the  Presidio's 

20  specific  parts  of  the  budget  issues,  and  may  help  us  to 

21  come  back  to  you  with  some  more  questions,  David. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay,  that's  fine.  I 

23  can  pass  those  out  to  you. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      For  clarification, 

25  I'm  assuming  that  the  whole  thing  about  the  trust  and 
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1  all  that  is  once  the  Presidio  has  been  turned  over  to 

2  the  Park  Service;  that's  the  conversation  about  being 

•-ofitable  and  managing  the  funds  and  all  that,  that's 
.fter  the  turnover?    Is  that  when  the  trust  comes  in? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You're  confusing  me. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    The  Presidio  is  managed 

7  by  the  Park  Service.    The  trust  is  a  government  entity 

8  proposed  to  take  over  the  Presidio  from  the  Park 

9  Service. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     But  that's  not 

11  involved  at  all  with  the  cleanup  issues  --  that's  what 

12  I  wanted  to  get  to.    So  that  funding  is  completely 

13  unrelated.    Okay.    And  the  second  part  was  just  --  you 

14  said  a  couple  times  "borrowing."    How  are  you  going  to 

15  pay  it  back?    They  don't  have  like  a  lien  on  your  house 

16  or  something,  do  they? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    When  I  say 

18  "borrowing,"  what  I  mean  is  that  the  Department  of 

19  Defense  had  a  projection  for  the  BRAC  1991  sites,  for 

20  example  of,  say,  a  billion  dollars  and  Congress  said, 

21  "Okay,  we'll  appropriate  a  billion  dollars  for  all  the 

22  BRAC  '91  sites,"  and  then  when  all  of  the  requirements 

23  come  up  through  the  field  and  are  compiled  into  one 

24  lump  sum  figure,  that  might  only  be  $950  million.  So 

25  there  would  be  $50  million  dollars  left  over  out  of 
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1  BRAC  '93  or  BRAC  '95,  but  what  I'm  saying  is  that  as 

2  the  requirements  come  up  from  the  field  and  they're 

3  being  met,  if  they  don't  use  all  the  capacity  in  the 

4  dollar  amount  that  was  appropriated  for  that  BRAC  year 

5  group,  there's  going  to  be  money  left  over,  and  that 

6  money  can  be  used  to  cover  shortfalls  from  other  BRAC 

7  year  groups. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:     But  that  still  assumes 

9  that  there  are  going  to  be  surpluses,  and  how  do  you 

10  know? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We're  not  making  that 

12  assumption.     I  mean,  if  there's  no  money  to  borrow  from 

13  BRAC  "91,  '93  or  '95,  then  there's  going  to  be  a 

14  shortfall  for  everybody,  and  then  there's  going  to  have 

15  to  be  a  request  from  another  appropriation  from  DOD. 

16  But  at  this  point  that  hasn't  happened  yet,  at  least 

17  not  on  the  BRAC  side. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    You  said  that  in  the 

19  process  of  doing  the  investigation  on  the  Presidio  that 

20  there  are  a  number  of  cans  of  worms  or  things  that  just 

21  develop.    And  as  you  characterise  the  Presidio,  it 

ounds  like  it's  different  from  some  other  sites.  Did 
.  hear  that  correctly,  so  it's  that  difference  that 

24  makes  it  very  difficult  to  do  projection?    Because  if 

25  you  go  into  an  underground  storage  tank  and  two  years 

CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


TinyTran 

RAB  MEETING  -  SEPTEMBER,  1996 

42 

1  BRAC  '91  that  could  be  distributed,  say,  to  like  BRAC  1 

2  sites  at  Presidio  that  had  shortfalls. 

3  So  we're  not  borrowing  that  we  have  to  pay 

4  back;  we're  borrowing  because  they  may  not  have  used 

5  all  the  capacity  that  was  appropriated  for  that  BRAC 

6  year  group. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:    Like  a  funds  transfer 

8  versus  a  borrowing  -- 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     Okay.     I  just 

11  wondered.    I  started  to  get  concerned  for  you,  David. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  it's  not  like  the 

13  true  sense  of  borrowing,  like,  from  a  bank  or 

14  something. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    But  how  do  you  know 

16  that  BRAC  1  is  going  to  have  a  surplus  that  you  can 

17  borrow  from? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    There  is  no  surplus  in 

19  BRAC  1.    It's  expired. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    But  that's  what  you 

21  mean  by  borrowing,  is  you're  assuming  there's  going  to 

22  be  a  surplus  in  funds  that  you  can  draw  on,  your  share 

23  of. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Oh,  no,  I'm  not 

25  assuming  that  we  can  borrow  anything  from  BRAC  '91  or 
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1  later  you  find  there  is  some  toxicity  that's  come  up  or 

2  there's  some  contaminants  in  the  soil  --  do  I  hear  that 

3  right? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  was  only 

5  describing  that  in  the  sense  that  with  environmental 

6  cleanup  work  it's  very  hard  to  make  an  accurate 

7  projection  of  what  it's  going  to  take  to  clean  up  a 

8  site.    I  used  the  description  of  Building  207  where  the 

9  Army  had  managed  that  tank  site  in  accordance  with  all 

10  the  laws  regarding  underground  storage  tanks.  They 

11  were  tightness  tested;  we  had  no  reason  to  believe 

12  those  tanks  leaked  --  which  they  didn't  --  or  the  pipe 

13  lines  leaks  --  which  they  didn't.    Yet  when  we 

14  excavated  that  site  there  was  a  lot  of  contamination  in 

15  the  ground. 

16  And  the  speculation  is  that  perhaps  it  came 

17  from  something  with  the  pipe  lines;  perhaps  it  was 

18  there  when  they  replaced  the  old  steel  tanks  with 

19  fiberglass  tanks  eight  or  nine  years  ago.    We  don't 

20  know.    But  what  we  do  know  is  contamination  was  there 

21  that  we  didn't  expect.    So  automatically  you  have  a 

22  deficit  that  is  an  unfinanced  requirement.    And  that's 

23  the  difficulty  in  trying  to  accurately  determine  how 

24  much  it's  going  to  cost  to  clean  up  your  facility. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    So  how  does  our  site 
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1  compare  with  other  sites?    I'm  just  trying  to  get  my 

2  head  sort  of  wrapped  around  this.    It  seems  to  me  that 

3  if  normatively  you  have  a  standard  deviation  in  your 

4  budget  because  you  really  can't  predict,  so  that  you 

5  know  you're  going  to  have  to  have  some  outside  figures 

6  and  it's  likely  that  you're  going  to  run  into  some 

7  things,  how  does  our  site  compare  with  other  sites? 

8  And  if  you  are  figuring  budget,  is  it  not  done,  do  you 

9  not  wrap  that  in  and  say,  "I  know  from  my  last  two 

10  experiences  or  I  know  from  these  different  sties  that 

11  there's  this  much  that  comes  up  that's  not  expected 

12  that  we  know  that  we've  ordinarily  got  a  two  billion 

13  dollar  difference"? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right,  and  we  insure 

15  ourselves  with  that  type  of  uncertainty  by  establishing 

16  place  holders  in  our  budget,  and  that's  why  I  described 

17  for  example,  instead  of  having  specific  line  items  in 

18  the  work  plan  for  every  tank  out  there,  we  just  have  a 

19  line  item  that  says  "tank  removals"  that  we  can  put 

20  money  into.    We  have  a  line  item  that's  for 

21  supplemental  CERCLA  sites  as  opposed  to  saying  a 

22  specific  parcel  of  land.    And  that's  how  we  ensure 

23  ourselves  against  that  type  of  uncertainty.  That's 

24  really  the  only  way  we  can  do  that. 

25  As  far  as  how  we  compare  with  other 
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1  contamination  issues  here  at  the  Presidio,  where  if  you 

2  were  walking  through  the  area  or  something  like  that, 

3  that  something  would  happen  to  you. 

4  But  there  are  issues  that  --  there  are  areas 

5  that  we  need  to  clean  up  with  the  funding  that  we  do 

6  have  available  to  get  the  contamination  down  to  levels 

7  that  are  acceptable  by  regulatory  standards  so  that 

8  they  don't  pose  a  significant  health  risk  to  humans  or 

9  the  environment.    And  I  think  that  our  management  of 

10  the  budget,  as  limited  as  it  may  be  right  now,  is  going 

11  to  allow  us  to  do  that. 

12  So  I  don't  think  that  when  we  clean  up  a 

13  site  with  the  money  that  we  have  that  there  is  going  to 

14  be  a  certain  level  of  contamination  and  it  will  pose  a 

15  risk  to  human  health  and  the  environment.    I  think  that 

16  we'll  be  able  to  address  those  concerns  as  necessary. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    Also,  as  far  as  the 

18  Park  Service  is  concerned,  if  it  became  apparent 

19  through  the  risk  assessment  that  there  were  sites  that 

20  posed  an  eminent  health  threat,  that  we  would 

21  definitely  take  that  into  consideration.    We're  not 

22  going  to  say  the  Crissy  Field  plan  is  important  than 

23  our  park  visitors.    We  would  definitely  address  that  at 

24  a  minimum  with  institutional  controls,  if  not 

25  reprogramming  dollars  towards  that,  or  asking  Dave  to 
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1  facilities,  I  think  that  the  folks  here  at  the  Corps 

2  that  have  managed  multiple  sites  throughout  northern 

3  California  and  some  of  the  other  states,  that,  you 

4  know,  the  experiences  that  we  have  here  are  fairly 

5  typical,  maybe  not  to  the  degree  of  some  of  the  other 

6  places,  but  the  uncertainty  factor  is  very  typical. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  know  the  Park  Service 

8  is  putting  a  lot  of  pressure  on  everyone  to  clean  up 

9  Crissy  Field  and  the  field  distribution  system.    Do  you 

10  think  that  because  of  the  funding  dilemma  that  there 

11  are  some  sites  that  are  hazardous  to  the  public  that 

12  will  continue  to  be  hazardous,  and  that  unless  --  that 

13  both  --  that  a  fence  alone  wouldn't  keep  the  public 

14  safe?    I  mean,  if  it's  not  cleaned  up,  if  there's  no 

15  money  to  do  it,  that's  the  priority?    I  just  feel  as  a 

16  citizen  on  this  committee  we  need  to  know  what  the 

17  public  hazard  is. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  as  you  know, 

19  we're  in  the  process  of  trying  to  finalize  the  risk 

20  assessment  for  the  Presidio  which  includes  the  human 

21  health  and  ecological  risks  of  all  the  contaminated 

22  sites  that  are  here.    I  am  not  a  toxicologist,  but,  you 

23  know,  I've  worked  on  the  Presidio  now  for  five  of  the 

24  six  years  that  I've  been  living  in  San  Francisco,  and  I 

25  don't  believe  that  there  are  any  life  threatening 
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1  reprogram  dollars  for  it. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    This  question  is 

3  probably  better  for  Romy,  but  since  he's  not  here, 

4  maybe  Michael  or  David  could  answer  it.    I  was  reading 

5  on  line  this  afternoon  that  the  State  of  California  had 

6  its  current  year,  fiscal  year  '96  allocation  for  the 

7  oversight  of  defense  installations  cut  by  40%,  and  that 

8  DTSC  was  going  to  announce  how  those  various  cutbacks 

9  would  impact  them.    Do  you  all  know  anything  about 

10  that? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Fiscal  year  '96  is 

12  about  over. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yeah,  you  must  mean 

14  '97.    But  in  any  case,  the  DSMOA  funding,  which  I 

15  believe  is  what  you're  referring  to,  it  is  a  separate 

16  pot  of  money  that  is  managed  through  the  Corps  of 

17  Engineers  for  all  of  the  states  where  there's  closing 

18  facilities.    Actually  I  didn't  know  that  DSMOA  was  cut 

19  by  40%.     I  thought  it  was  something  less  than  that. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    According  to  Stan  Felipe 

21  of  the  State  Department  of  Toxic  Substance  Control  --  I 

22  sit  on  the  oversight  committee  --  the  fund  was  cut  by 

23  40%  in  California  for  the  rest  of  this  year,  and  we 

24  don't  know  what's  going  to  happen  next  year.    As  a 

25  result,  the  oversight  committee  meeting  was  canceled 
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1  for  tomorrow,  which  is  actually  an  odd  sort  of  thing 

2  since  the  state  fundamentally  has  the  money  to  hold  the 

eeting.    So  I  think  there  is  something  going  on  there 
nat  we  will  take  up  with  the  state. 

5  But  I  think  that  this  does  have  an  impact 

6  that  we  need  to  be  very  concerned  about.    The  DSMOA 

7  funding  has  been  very,  very  important  to  state 

8  regulatory  oversight  of  closing  bases.    Recently  the 

9  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  received  the  staff 

10  report  saying  that  as  cuts  came  down  in  terms  of 

11  funding  they  were  no  longer  able  to  acquire  sufficient 

12  funding  to  provide  oversight  to  these  sites;  that  they 

13  would  have  to  be  going  to  a  cost  recovery  model,  which 

14  would  mean  that  there  would  be  additional  litigation 

15  and  fines  associated  with  state  oversight  of  DOD,  which 

16  seems  to  us  to  be  sort  of  cutting  off  your  nose  to 

17  spite  your  face  with  regard  to  DOD's  own  interest. 

18  After  all,  if  you've  got  a  vehicle  for 

19  reaching  agreements  and  keeping  the  state  involved,  why 

20  go  to  a  position  where  you're  actually  inviting 

21  litigation  and  fines  in  order  to  maintain  the  cost  of 

22  staffing?    But,  of  course,  this  is  all  legitimate 

23  targeting  because  there's  so  many  violations  out  there. 

24  So  that's  what's  happening,  and  that's  what's  in  the 

25  process  of  happening. 
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1  yesterday,  in  fact,  from  the  state.    So  that's  all  I 

2  can  say  in  terms  of  what  we  know  at  the  moment.    We  are 

3  looking  into  it. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Could  I  ask  just  one 

5  question  to  maybe  clarify  a  point  of  confusion  for  me? 

6  When  you're  saying  that  DOD  cut  the  fiscal  '96  funds, 

7  I'm  a  little  bit  confused  whose  fiscal  year  you're 

8  talking  about,  state  or  the  federal  --  the  federal 

9  funds  are  usually  allocated  on  a  per  year  basis,  and 

10  you  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong,  but  is  it  usual  for  the 

11  DOD  to  make  a  big  cut  one  month  before  their  fiscal 

12  year  end? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  it  depends  on 

14  what  Leann  was  referring  to.    I'm  assuming  she's 

15  referring  to  DSMOA  funding,  and  that's  a  separate  pot 

16  of  money. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  it  was  the  feds  that 

18  cut  the  funds. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:  Yes. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  you're  concerned 

21  about  fiscal  year  '97  in  terms  of  federal  and  state 
"iscal  year  which  started  in  July? 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Yes,  because  the  state 

24  is  dependent  on  those  funds.    The  state  gets  one  period 

25  plus  in  the  annual  expenditure  for  cleanup.    That's  a 
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1  And  we  aren't  quite  clear  yet  about  what  the 

2  FY-'97  looks  like  in  terms  of  DSMOA  funding,  but  we 

3  think  it's  going  to  continue  along  in  the  same  vein. 

4  And  so  I  think  that  we  need  to  be  very  much  involved  in 

5  this  discussion  and  lobbying  Congress  and  talking  to 

6  people  about  the  importance  of  the  DSMOA  funding. 

7  Also,  there's  been  continual  complaints 

8  about  California  receiving  the,  quote,  unquote,  "lion's 

9  share"  of  the  DSMOA  fund,  but  that's  sort  of  a  red 

10  herring  because  California  has  three  times  the  number 

11  of  bases  as  the  next  nearest  state.    So  we  have  the 

12  lion's  share  because  we  have  lion's  share  of  bases  and 

13  base  closures. 

14  So,  this  is  going  to  have  a  tremendous 

15  bearing  on  it,  and  that  is,  in  fact,  the  case.    So  it's 

16  a  problem.    The  state  has  enough  money  to  continue  to 

17  do  what  it  needs  to  do,  but  it's  not  going  to  do  that. 

18  And  we're  even  unsure  about  the  status  of  the  oversight 

19  committee  at  this  point. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  as  far  as  Romy's 

21  hands  on  role  on  this  RAB,  how  will  that  be  impacted? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    We're  not  sure.    No  one 

23  knows  at  this  point.    Ostensibly  this  conversation  came 

24  up  about  two  weeks  ago,  started  to  come  up  two  weeks 

25  ago  on  the  state  level.    We  were  just  informed  about  it 
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1  fairly  sizable  chunk  of  money  for  staff  and  oversight. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  just  went  through 

3  an  exercise  with  Romy  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 

4  discuss  their  '97  requirements  for  DSMOA  and  it  was 

5  virtually  unchanged  from  last  year.    So  at  least  that's 

6  what  they're  submitting  as  their  requirements.  Whether 

7  that's  funded  completely  or  whether  it's  only  funded 

8  60%,  I  don't  know.    I  don't  know  how  that's  going  to 

9  play  out. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    And  we're  not  quite  sure 

11  where  the  state  is  on  this,  and  I  think  there  is  some 

12  investigation.    There  are  a  number  of  controversial 

13  issues  the  state  didn't  want  to  deal  with. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.  Bruce? 

15  BOARD  MCKLEROY:    David,  I'm  glad  to  see  we 

16  are  discussing  this.    It  gets  to  the  core  of  our  work 

17  here  as  being  advisors.    Given  these  budget 

18  constraints,  we  are  going  to  have  to  talk  about  the 

19  drivers  and  make  some  decisions  about  what  sites  should 

20  be  cleaned  up  possibly  in  what  order.    And  so  I  get 

21  concerned.    I  think  we  should  look  carefully  about  what 

22  our  drivers  are,  whether  the  national  parks  systems' 

23  desire  to  speed  up  Crissy  Field  may  not  be  the  best  for 

24  everyone. 

25  There  is  certainly  other  choices  of  drive-' 
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1  that  we'll  have  to  consider.    Just  thinking  off  the 

2  bat,  some  of  the  choices  are  whether  we  should  go  to 

3  the  most  dangerous  sites  and  go  to  those  first  and  get 

4  the  easiest  disasters  nipped  in  the  bud,  or  the  best 

5  preventive  tools  or  fast  track  --  I  mean,  we  could  also 

6  have  a  situation  where  we  could  spend  80%  of  our  money 

7  on  the  smallest  --  20%  of  the  cleanup  versus  the  other 

8  way  around  and  get  most  of  the  base  cleaned  with  less 

9  money.    So  we  have  to  consider  those  drivers,  I  think. 

10  And  that's  where  I  think  if  you  get  the  board  involved 

11  in  that,  in  those  decisions,  and  let  us  see  the  work 

12  plans,  that  would  be  wonderful. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  mean,  that's  a 

14  good  point.    I  would  defer  to  David,  if  you  are  able  to 

15  kind  of  describe  the  Park  Service  needs,  and  in  terms 

16  of  its  priorities  and  what  your  philosophy  is  on  the 

17  Presidio,  perhaps  that  would  answer  his  question.  For 

18  example,  why  is  Crissy  Field  more  important  than,  I 

19  don't  know,  say  some  of  the  housing  areas,  the  issues 

20  in  some  of  the  housing  areas  or  something  like  that. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    Basically  the  park's 

22  decisions  have  been  made  on  what  we  anticipate  being 

23  the  most  significant  reuse  options  for  the  park,  things 

24  that  were  considered  in  our  general  management  plan. 

25  There  were  a  lot  of  things  in  that  plan  that  aren't 
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1  Presidio  until  the  fuel  line  has  been  taken  out  and  the 

2  associated  contaminated  soil  has  been  remediated. 

3  That's  very  important  to  us  as  well,  because  it's  very 

4  difficult  to  attract  tenants  when  we  can't  offer  them 

5  electricity. 

6  So,  we're  basically  trying  to  maximize  the 

7  reuse  potential.    The  way  we  look  at  it  as  a  park  is 

8  that  the  purpose  of  BRAC  cleanup  is  to  facilitate 

9  reuse.    And  while  I  would  agree  that  if  there  were 

10  sites  that  posed  an  imminent  threat  to  the  public,  we 

11  wouldn't  want  to  deal  with  those.    At  this  point  we're 

12  not  aware  of  any  sites  that  are  currently  posing  a 

13  threat  to  our  visitors,  and  so  we're  trying  to  make 

14  sure  that  reuse  is  enhanced  to  the  maximum  extent 

15  possible. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    What  would  you  say 

17  would  be  the  three  most  contaminated  sites  at  the 

18  Presidio? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:     Contaminated  in  terms 

20  of  volume,  or  in  terms  of  toxicity  -- 

21  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:     In  terms  of  toxicity. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    That  would  be  difficult 

23  to  say  without  the  risk  assessment.    I  could  hazard 

24  guesses. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    How  about  this,  David, 
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1  going  to  come  into  effect  right  away.    It  just  so 

2  happens  that  Crissy  Field  is  in  the  process  or  will  be 

3  soon  receiving  a  large  sum  of  private  monies  from 

4  non-profit  --  the  park  association. 

5  To  be  able  to  expend  those  monies  we  need  to 

6  --  the  Park  Association  needs  to  have  a  clean  Crissy 

7  Field  to  work  with.    And  part  of  them  obtaining  those 

8  funds  is  being  able  to  ensure  their  donars  that,  in 

9  fact,  that  money  will  be  able  to  be  spent.    It's  also 

10  very  significant  for  the  park,  because  Crissy  Field  is 

11  basically  the  front  yard  of  the  Presidio  as  far  as  the 

12  park  is  concerned.    That  is  where  we  get  the  majority 

13  of  our  visitor  uses,  the  Bridge  Vista,  Fort  Point  and 

14  along  Crissy  Field  with  the  joggers  and  the  dog  walkers 

15  and  the  wind  surfers  and  all  that  type  of  thing. 

16  It's  a  very  high  profile  project,  and  it's 

17  integral  for  a  lot  of  other  reasons,  having  a  site 

18  restored  to  its  natural  habitat,  restoring  the  wetlands 

19  that  was  there  prior  to  the  Pan-American  Exposition, 

20  and  restoring  the  air  field.    It's  culturally 

21  significant;  it's  naturally  significant. 

22  The  other  project  that  we've  been  focusing 

23  our  efforts  on  is  the  fuel  distribution  system  removal. 

24  The  reason  that  that's  important  is  because  we  can't 

25  install  a  primary  electrical  distribution  system  at  the 
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1  why  don't  you  just  describe  the  areas  of  cleanup  that 

2  are  most  important  to  the  Park  Service? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    Well,  the  areas  of 

4  cleanup  that  are  most  important  to  the  Park  Service  are 

5  the  ones  that  I've  already  talked  about.    I  don't  know 

6  that  they're  necessarily  the  most  toxic.    Crissy  Field 

7  is  quite  an  unknown  at  this  point.    We  have  a  special 

8  focus  group,  as  I'm  sure  many  of  you  are  aware, 

9  focusing  on  the  fast  track  cleanup  of  Crissy  Field. 

10  And  one  of  the  decisions  that  that  group  is  having  to 

11  make  is  how  much  cleanup  really  needs  to  be  done. 

12  There  are  cases,  for  instance,  petroleum 

13  sites  where  I  would  say  fuel  oil  like  we  found  in  the 

14  fuel  distribution  system  is  relatively  low  hazard  as  a 

15  chemical.    If  you  look  at  the  types  of  protection  that 

16  the  workers  have  to  wear  to  work  with  those  materials, 

17  it's  fairly  minimal  compared  to  maybe  some  high  heavy 

18  metal  areas  or  things  like  that. 

19  But  I  can't  say  which  sites  I  think  are  the 

20  most  toxic  because  I  haven't  seen  a  risk  assessment 

21  yet.    And  I  think  that  that's  --  like  everyone  else 

22  here,  I'm  not  a  toxicologist,  and  I  couldn't  tell  you 

23  which  pose  the  most  hazard.    And  the  other  thing  that 

24  we  have  to  take  into  account  is  we're  not  only 

25  considering  the  hazard  to  park  visitors,  but  to  the 
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1  wildlife  and  the  protection  of  water  quality  here  as 

2  well. 

So,  there  may  be  sites  that  are  perfectly 
, ine  for  humans,  but  once  we  build  our  wetlands,  and  we 

5  have  the  types  of  organisms  that  inhabit  wetlands,  they 

6  may  be  very  sensitive  to  petroleum  compounds  or  other 

7  things  that  are  fairly  benign  to  humans. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    What  is  the  third 

9  site  in  your  priority  after  the  fuel  distribution 

10  system,  the  next  one? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    We  haven't  gotten  that 

12  far,  because  at  this  point  in  time  we  don't  see  enough 

13  money  in  FY- '97  to  clean  up  the  entire  fuel 

14  distribution  system  and  all  of  Crissy  Field  and  the 

15  things  that  are  currently  a  priority.    If  I  were  to 

16  hazard  to  guess  to  what  our  next  priority  is,  I  think 

17  there  are  probably  a  couple  of  landfills  that  we  would 

18  like  to  deal  with. 

19  For  instance,  I  know  that  Landfill  E  has  a 

20  baseball  field  on  top  of  it,  Popix  ballfield,  and 

21  that's  very  important  for  the  reuse  of  the  park.  It's 

22  something  that  we  feel  should  be  opened  up  to  the 

23  public.    And  unfortunately  we  can't  open  that  field 

24  right  now  because  we  feel  that  it  would  pose  an  undue 

25  hazard  to  people  that  would  be  using  that  field 
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1  the  residential  lead  base  paint  problem  dealt  with  in 

2  the  near  future,  but  understanding  that  funds  aren't 

3  necessarily  available  for  that  at  this  time,  we  can 

4  probably  institute  controls  to  access  and  handle  it 

5  that  way  for  a  short  period  of  time. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay,  let's  have  a 

7  last  question  on  the  budget  and  then  we'll  take  a 

8  break. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WALLENBERG:     Lead  toxicity,  I 

10  have  a  question  in  terms  of  are  you  concerned  about 

11  airborne  tead,  people  biking,  walking,  hiking? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    The  main  exposure 

13  pathway  you're  concerned  with  lead  is  definitely 

14  ingestion.    When  you  do  the  risk  assessments,  most  of 

15  those  risk  assessments  are  based  on  what  are  termed 

16  pica  children,  children  who  tend  to  put  their  hands  in 

17  their  mouths  and  ingest  large  amounts  of  soil. 

18  We  are  definitely  concerned  about  areas  that 

19  are  frequented  by  bikers  and  joggers.    If  you  noticed 

20  the  area  on  the  west  end  of  Crissy  Field  where  there 

21  was  some  pavement  removed  and  the  site  was  known  to 

ave  some  metals,  we  did  fence  off  that  area.  And 
.    although  it's  not  a  typical  path  for  the  joggers,  we 

24  wanted  to  make  sure  that  people  didn't  stray  from  their 

25  path  and  wander  into  an  area  like  that. 
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1  regularly.    So  I  would  say  that's  an  example  of 

2  something  that  I  think  we  would  put  towards  the  top  of 

3  the  list.    But  I  couldn't  pick  a  specific  site  right 

4  now. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    How  does  the  potential 

6  reuse  buildings  stand  with  your  priority? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  JARATT:    That's  something  that 

8  we  definitely  want  to  address.    I  think  the  hazard  from 

9  lead  based  paint  in  soil  is  higher  in  residential 

10  areas,  because  of  the  exposure  scenario  in  a 

11  residential  building.    You  have  somebody  who's  staying 

12  there  for  a  longer  period  of  time.    It's  not  so  much 

13  the  case  now,  but  throughout  history  some  people  may 

14  have  spent  lifetimes  there,  and  that's  where  you  look 

15  at  the  risk  as  being  significant. 

16  For  us,  the  issue  deals  a  lot  with  the 

17  property  value  and  the  ability  to  lease  those 

18  properties.    I  think  one  of  the  ways  that  we  can 

19  overcome  that  is  through  certain  institutional 

20  controls,  and  we'd  like  to  avoid  that,  if  possible. 

21  But  I  feel  there  are  cases  where  we  can  defer  the  lead 

22  contamination  problem  by  just  --  or  dealing  with  the 

23  tead  contamination  problem  by  just  not  allowing 

24  occupation  of  those  areas. 

25  I  think  right  now  we'd  probably  like  to  see 
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1  The  DEH  yard  is  the  same  way.    As  most  of 

2  the  lead  exposure  that  we've  been  talking  about  is 

3  immediately  adjacent  to  buildings,  within  about  three 

4  feet  of  the  building  drip  lines,  in  a  lot  of  those 

5  cases  there  are  defacto  institutional  controls  in 

6  place.    There's  bushes  around  the  house;  there's 

7  sidewalks;  there's  bark  mulch;  there's  things  that  are 

8  preventing  a  lot  of  airborne  exposure.    And  what  we  try 

9  and  do  is  just  minimize  our  soil  disturbance  in  those 

10  areas  as  much  as  possible. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Let's  take  a  fifteen 

12  minute  break.    I  have  8:37.    Let's  come  back  at  8:55 

13  and  we'll  finish  up  the  rest  of  the  agenda.    If  there 

14  are  any  more  questions  on  the  budget,  I'll  be  happy  to 

15  answer  any  questions  at  the  break,  or  after  the  meeting 

16  is  over. 

17  (Recess) 

18  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  are  going  to  talk 

19  about  a  handout  sheet  regarding  the  RI  report,  and  some 

20  options  on  how  that  can  be  distributed  either 

21  electronically  or  with  paper.    So  just  to  highlight 

22  some  of  details  in  the  handout  out  is  Mike  Schmidt  from 

23  Dames  &  Moore. 

24  MR.  SCHMIDT:    I'm  Mike  Schmidt  from  Dames  & 

25  Moore.    We're  doing  the  main  installation  RI  report. 
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1  And  coming  up  on  revising  the  RI  report,  we're  revising 

2  our  projection  of  the  size  and  quantity  of  materials  in 

3  the  report.    As  most  of  you  probably  remember,  it  was 

4  pretty  big  last  time.     It's  going  to  be  a  lot  bigger 

5  this  time. 

6  So  I  have  been  looking  into  the  possibility 

7  of  producing  it  electronically  and  distributing  it  in 

8  electronic  form  rather  than  hard  copy  form.    Some  of 

9  the  facts  are  laid  out  in  the  memo  that's  been 

10  distributed  to  you.    We're  projecting  47  hard  copy  sets 

11  of  the  RI  report  would  weight  approximately  3,500 

12  pounds.    So  things  are  getting  kind  of  out  of  hand  in 

13  the  physical  production  aspect. 

14  I  have  with  me  a  couple  of  small  examples 

15  that  we  threw  together,  kind  of  quick  and  dirty 

16  examples  of  what  the  report  format  would  look  like  and 

17  what  it  would  be  like  to  read  it  on  screen  on  computer. 

18  If  anyone  is  interested,  they  can  see  me  after  this, 

19  and  I've  got  a  few  copies  I  can  distribute. 

20  Some  of  the  advantages,  basically  we're 

21  proposing  putting  it  out  in  electronic  format  only. 

22  And  a  number  of  advantages,  aside  from  the  physical 

23  limitations  of  the  size  of  the  report,  studying  a  large 

24  document  and  navigating  a  large  document  electronically 

25  has  a  lot  more  efficiencies  than  lugging  around  paper. 
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1  MR.  SCHMIDT:     It's  free.     It  will  be 

2  provided  on  the  disk. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay.    And  when  you  say 

4  the  entire  RI,  are  you  talking  about  all  of  appendices 

5  that  will  include  all  of  the  data  generated? 

6  MR.  SCHMIDT:    Right.    And  also,  as  the  last 

7  time  we  included  the  chemical  analytical  database  on 

8  diskettes,  those  files  would  also  be  included  on  the  CD 

9  ROM  in  DBF  format. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Is  there  a  reason  that 

11  you  can't  do  a  combination  of  the  two,  put  out  a 

12  limited  amount  of  the  hard  copies  with  the  majority  of 

13  them  with  the  people  who  want  electronic  copies?  I 

14  know  a  lot  of  people  would  like  electronic  copies,  but 

15  not  everybody  is  comfortable  with  the  computer. 

16  MR.  SCHMIDT:    That  may  be  a  possibility,  and 

17  it's  something  we're  going  to  have  to  decide  in  the 

18  near  future  here.    However,  there's  a  break  point.  If 

19  we  do  a  large  number  of  hard  copy  and  also  do  the 

20  production  necessary  for  the  electronic  distribution, 

21  that  will  drive  the  overall  production  cost  up. 

22  Probably  if  we  stick  to  the  electronic  distribution,  we 

23  can  end  up  with  a  much  lower  net  cost  on  the  production 

24  of  the  document. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    You  don't  have  a  CD  ROM 
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1  You  would  be  able  to  do  word  searches,  for  example,  to 

2  find  every  spot  in  the  report  where  certain  things  are 

3  discussed.    You  have  pan  and  zoom  functions  that  would 

4  make  it  efficient  to  view  the  oversized  maps  and 

5  materials.    And  just  overall  it  would  be  a  lot  more 

6  efficient  than  studying  the  report. 

7  So,  again,  if  anyone  wants  the  example,  I 

8  have  several  copies  on  three-and-a-half  inch  diskette 

9  that  you  can  borrow.    There  is  a  lot  of  other 

10  information  in  the  memo  here.    You  can  also  go  to 

11  several  web  sites  and  get  examples  of  what  it's  like  to 

12  read  documents  in  Adobe  Acrobat,  which  would  be  the 

13  format  that  we  would  put  the  RI  in. 

14  And  also  at  the  end  of  the  memo  I  request 

15  that  each  organization  respond  as  to  whether  they 

16  believe  that  they  would  really  require  a  hard  copy  of 

17  the  report,  and  so  we  can  get  ready  to  revise  it  and 

18  redistribute  it. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  have  a  question  on 

20  the  Adobe  Acrobat.    You  need  the  Adobe  Acrobat  software 

21  in  order  to  manipulate  the  data  and  the  program.  Are 

22  you  going  to  provide  that? 

23  MR.  SCHMIDT:     It  will  be  on  the  disk. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  we  will  have  that 

25  software. 
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1  reader;  I  was  wondering  --  that  precedes  the  question. 

2  The  question  is,  can  there  be  a  version  of  the  text 

3  which  is  just  on  a  disk,  which  can  be  a 

4  three-and-a-half  inch  diskette? 

5  MR.  SCHMIDT:    That  could  be  another 

6  possibility.    However,  there  would  be  other  ways  to 

7  access  the  document.    It  would  also  be  posted  on  the 

8  Presidio  website.    So  if  you  have  access  to  the 

9  Internet,  you  would  have  access  to  the  document  through 

10  the  Presidio  website.    Also  a  copy  of  it  would  be  at 

11  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library.    And  even  if  it's 

12  only  provided  in  electronic  form  there,  they  have 

13  equipment  to  read  it. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    The  website  issue  there 

15  is  the  time  it  takes  to  download  it.    It  could  be 

16  longer  than  a  day. 

17  MR.  SCHMIDT:    It  could  also  be  viewed 

18  online.    You  don't  have  to  download  it  to  read  it. 

19  Acrobat  is  designed  to  work  via  your  web  browser. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    You  mean  it  won't  take 

21  hours  to  download  it,  to  bring  it  into  -- 

22  MR.  SCHMIDT:    It  would  be  a  very  large 

23  download  if  you  decided  to  download  it,  yes.    I  expect 

24  it  will  be  probably  more  than  a  half  a  gigabyte. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  guess  my  only 
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1  question  is,  is  it  possible  it  could  be  available, 

2  relevant  portions  or  maybe  certain  portions  could  be 

vailable,  just  as  another  way  of  reading  -- 

MR.  SCHMIDT:    Or  you  could  extract  portions 

5  of  it  on  the  website  too,  or  at  the  public  library  you 

6  can  go  into  it  and  you  can  extract  portions  of  it  and 

7  put  it  on  diskette. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I  would  say  that  from  a 

9  public  interest  point  of  view,  organizationally  we 

10  would  like  to  have  it  on  electronic  form  because,  quite 

11  frankly,  we're  running  out  of  wall  space.    Right  now 

12  we're  using  these  things  to  build  shelves  when  we're 

13  done  with  them. 

14  But  I  think  from  the  perspective  of 

15  non-computer  literate  people,  people  who  don't  have  the 

16  hardware  and  people  who  are  not  web  acclimated  --  and  I 

17  spend  a  lot  of  time  on  the  damn  web  and  I  wish  I  didn't 

18  --  I  think  we  would  need  to  see  and  I  think  it  would  be 

19  important  to  have  hard  copy  in  the  public  document 

20  repositories  so  that  people  who  aren't  familiar  with 

21  the  computer  stuff  don't  have  to  get  familiar  with  the 

22  computer  stuff. 

23  I  think  in  terms  of  our  responsibility  of 

24  informing  and  educating  the  community,  I  don't  think 

25  computer  literacy  is  part  of  that  mandate.    I  think 
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1  that  they  ought  to  be  able  to  just  do  what  they  can  do, 

2  going  ahead  and  looking  at  the  book.    A  lot  of  people 

3  find  it  far  more  easy  to  go  ahead  and  browse  through 

4  books  than  they  do  CD  ROMs,  even  when  they  are  computer 

5  literate. 

6  So  I  would  say  that  it  would  be  far  better 

7  for  us  if  you  could  go  ahead  and  give  us  a  cost 

8  breakdown  about  what  the  differentials  are,  with  the 

9  understanding  that  a  certain  number  of  books  need  to  be 

10  produced,  the  repositories,  and  maybe  for  those  members 

11  of  the  RAB  that  do  not  have  sufficient  computer 

12  equipment  to  do  that,  and  that  the  rest  be  done  on 

13  electronic  format.    We  would  like  ours  on  electronic 

14  format,  but  since  we  also  have  a  repository  that  people 

15  come  and  use  who  would  also  likely  want  to  have  it  on 

16  hard  copy. 

17  So  I  think  you  need  to  think  about  these 

18  kinds  of  things,  because  we  do  have  that  dual  mandate 

19  of  oversight  and  general  public  education,  so  that  we 

20  can  do  both.    And  I  think  we  won't  be  able  to  do  both 

21  if  we  only  had  one  format. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    You  said  there  was  a 

23  cost  break  where  it's  not  going  to  save  you  the  money 

24  you're  trying  to  save  if  there  are  too  many  hard 

25  copies.    Do  you  have  a  sense  for  how  many  hard  copies 
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1  could  be  made  and  still  keep  you  within  your  hope  for  a 

2  cost  savings? 

3  MR.  SCHMIDT:      Only  approximately  right  now. 

4  I'm  projecting  that  doing  47  hard  copy  sets  would  cost 

5  more  than  $40,000.    For  the  electronic  format  there's  a 

6  certain  amount  of  development  expense  that  goes  into 

7  creating  the  files  that  go  onto  the  CD.    That  would  be 

8  in  the  order  of  probably  at  least  $10,000.    So  in  order 

9  to  make  the  overall  net  cost  lower,  we  would  have  to 

10  limit  the  hard  copies  pretty  extensively. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Right,  but  you  could 

12  still  make  ten  and  save  --  because  you're  talking  about 

13  --  if  you're  talking  about  47  copies  and  it  cost 

14  $40,000,  you're  talking  less  than  $1,000  per  copy.  So 

15  you  could  still  make  ten  hard  copies  or  something  and 

16  do  the  rest  in  electronics  and  come  out  with  a 

17  significant  cost  savings,  right? 

18  MR.  SCHMIDT:    Theoretically,  yes.    Also,  in 

19  the  production  of  the  electric  document,  I  don't  really 

20  have  a  complete  cost  estimate  on  it  yet.    There  is  no 

21  limit  to  the  amount  of  money  that  could  be  spent.  You 

ould  make  it  fancier  and  fancier  and  spend  virtually 
-in  unlimited  amount  on  it  trying  to  achieve  a  reliable 

24  cost  now  that  would  make  the  document  useful  and  easy 

25  to  read  without  going  overboard  on  the  production  with 
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1  bel Is  and  whistles. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  have  a  tendency  to 

3  agree  with  Saul,  that  we  need  some  hard  copy 

4  avai labi lity. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    How  do  you  deal  with 

6  the  large  maps  that  would  be  involved? 

7  MR.  SCHMIDT:    The  large  maps  are  actually 

8  easy  to  view  in  Adobe  Acrobat.    You  have  pan  and  zoom 

9  capabilities,  you  can  squeeze  the  large  maps  onto  the 

10  screen,  which  makes  things  too  small  and  crowded  and 

11  easy  to  read,  but  you  can  also  magnify  on  screen  and 

12  pan  the  screen  around  the  map. 

13  And  also,  all  parts  of  the  document  would  be 

14  printable  from  this  format,  even  the  large  maps.  Of 

15  course,  to  print  the  large  maps,  you'd  have  to  be 

16  hooked  up  to  a  large  bauding  device. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Those  are  issues  that 

18  I'm  concerned  with,  with  respect  to  what  Saul  was 

19  saying,  that  sometimes  you  don't  have  technology  or  are 

20  familiar  with  technology,  and  it  would  limit  some 

21  reviewer  or  some  --  I  could  say  it  would  limit  the 

22  ability  that  I  would  have  to  review  and  understand  some 

23  of  the  materials.    And  I'm  trying  to  think  of  one  way 

24  that  you  wouldn't  incur  the  cost  or  the  wasted  paper, 

25  but  still  be  able  to  kind  of  find  some  kind  of  certain 
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1  set  of  documents  available,  as  Saul  recommended,  maybe 

2  a  couple  of  hard  copies  that  could  be  reviewable  by 

3  those  who  wanted  them. 

4  MR.  SCHMIDT:     I  think  we  need  to  find  a  way 

5  to  determine  what  the  absolute  minimum  number  of  hard 

6  copies  that  would  really  be  needed  are. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  we  can  move  on 

8  here,  the  point  of  our  bringing  this  up,  you  have  the 

9  little  memo  here  that  Mike  put  together.    What  we'd 

10  like  you  to  do  is  look  at  that,  think  about  all  of  your 

11  concerns.    What  I'd  like  all  you  folks  in  the  RAB  to 

12  do,  is  the  last  time  we  made  enough  copies  for 

13  everybody  to  have  an  individual  --  their  own  RI  set. 

14  If  we  don't  need  to  do  that  this  time,  let's 

15  not  do  that.    If  groups  of  you  can  cluster  together  as 

16  a  subcommittee  that  wants  to  take  pieces  of  the  RI  or 

17  however  you  want  to  work  that  out,  I  think  that  would 

18  be  a  better  way  to  manage  this.    Because  there's  going 

19  to  be  nine  volume  of  four  to  five-inch  binders, 

20  assuming  it  was  hard  copy. 

21  The  other  thing  is  with  regard  to  your 

22  points  on  folks  that  aren't  computer  comfortable  or 

23  whatever,  you  know,  we're  going  to  do  everything  in  our 

24  power  to  make  the  document  accessible  to  everybody  by 

25  putting  it  on  the  web  page,  by  putting  it  in  the  public 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Before  you  make  a 

2  determination,  I'd  like  to  stress  the  issue  about  the 

3  document  repositories  at  a  minimum.    My  partner  is  a 

4  librarian,  and  one  of  the  things  that  she  ends  up  doing 

5  a  lot  is  helping  people  through  the  computer  process  of 

6  their  searches,  and  helping  them  understand  what  they 

7  have  to  do. 

8  And  I  think  it's  an  important  issue  for 

9  people  to  be  able  to  understand  that.    And  in  order  to 

10  make  their  searches  most  time  efficient,  most 

11  expeditious,  I  think  it  would  still  be  a  good  idea  for 

12  the  document  to  go  out  at  least  to  the  repositories  in 

13  hard  copy,  and  for  those  of  us  who  don't  have  a  lot  of 

14  computer  or  web  experience,  for  them  to  be  able  to  get 

15  hard  copy,  I'm  sure  that  there's  a  balance  that  we  can 

16  find  in  here  that  will  enable  us  to  do  both. 

17  And  as  you  move  towards  this  process, 

18  hopefully  we'll  be  able  to  do  more  and  more  of  this  and 

19  you'll  have  cost  savings  and  you  could  look  at  this  as 

20  the  initial  development  cost  as  you  move  along  with 

21  developing  this  process  further,  because  there  are 

22  going  to  be  other  documents  down  the  line  they're  going 

23  to  be  having  to  review  also. 

24  I'm  sympathetic  to  the  nine-volume  issue. 

25  We  just  finished  reviewing  a  24-volume  RI  for  Parcel  D 
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1  library,  by  having  it  in  our  library.    Or  if  you  need 

2  to  have  copies  of  plotting  maps  made,  you  know,  you  can 

3  just  call  our  office.    We  could  print  those  out  for  you 

4  and  send  those  out  to  you  by  mail  or  whatever  so  you 

5  could  get  them  within  a  couple  of  days,  so  that  there 

6  would  never  be  an  issue  of  accessibility. 

7  So  we'd  really  like  you  to  consider  the 

8  electronic  format  over  hard  copy  format,  even  despite 

9  some  folks'  uncomfortabi lity  with  that,  because  in  the 

10  electric  format,  once  it's  there,  you  know,  if  some 

11  folks  maybe  are  just  interested  in  reading  the 

12  executive  summary,  which  might  end  up  being  a  hundred 

13  pages  this  time,  we  could  easily  print  that  out  once 

14  it's  on  a  CD  or  something. 

15  The  other  thing  is  there  was  a  finite  number 

16  of  dollars  that  was  associated  with  this  whole  RI 

17  extension.    To  take  $40,000  or  ten  percent  of  that 

18  chunk  just  to  reproduce  the  RI  might  not  be  the  best 

19  expenditure  of  those  dollars.    So  just  think  about 

20  that.    By  the  end  of  this  month,  everybody  can  either 

21  respond  to  my  office  or  directly  to  Mike  Schmidt  and 

22  just  let  us  know  your  preference,  "I'd  like  paper  copy; 

23  I'd  like  floppy  disk,"  or  "I'd  like  CD  ROM,"  and  kind 

24  of  let  us  know.    And  in  the  meantime  we'll  be 

25  considering  all  these  concerns  and  issues. 
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1  at  Hunter's  Point.    We  have  another  24  coming  for  the 

2  feasibility  study  on  another  parcel.    So,  you  know,  I 

3  understand  the  volume  issue.    But  I  think  in  terms  of 

4  the  repositories,  I  think  we've  got  an  issue  there  that 

5  I  think  goes  directly  to  the  public  educational 

6  component  that  we  are  keeping  in  mind. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We'll  revisit  this 

8  issue  again  once  we  get  the  feedback  from  the  folks  on 

9  the  RAB.    So  before  we  identify  how  we  are  going  to 

10  reproduce  this  thing,  however  we  decide  to  do  that, 

11  we're  going  to  revisit  the  issue.    So  in  between  now 

12  and  then,  just  think  about  what  you  want  and  let  us 

13  know  by  the  end  of  the  month.    So,  that  gives  you 

14  another  couple  of  weeks  to  think  about  it.  Okay? 

15  MR.  SCHMIDT:    A  couple  more  things,  Thomas 

16  Appling  is  planning  to  do  a  survey  of  RAB  members  as  to 

17  what  kinds  of  computer  equipment  they  have  access  to 

18  and  a  number  of  things  along  that  line.    So  he's  going 

19  to  try  to  get  some  hard  data  on  the  most  likely  RI 

20  readers  and  what  they  have  access  to  and  what  abilities 

21  they  have  for  that  kind  of  thing. 

22  Also,  we're  trying  to  --  we  would  have  had  a 

23  little  demonstration  tonight  if  we'd  had  our  computer 

24  screen  projector  device,  but  it  wasn't  here.    So  next 

25  month  we  might  have  a  little  demonstration  as  to  how 
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1  the  electronic  document  would  work,  and  what  it  will  be 

2  like  to  read  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    So  in  other  words,  some 
A  the  cost  savings  that  you  get  you  can  buy  us  all  CD 

5  players  so  we  can  attach  it  to  our  computers  -- 

6  MR.  SCHMIDT:    A  CD  drive  does  cost  less  than 

7  $900  bucks. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  something  to 

9  think  about.    Okay.    Let  us  move  into  a  quick  recap  of 

10  the  RPM  meeting  we  had  today.    The  first  issue  was  on 

11  Building  207.    So  to  give  us  a  quick  update  on  that 

12  from  the  Corps. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  think  I  prepared  a 

14  couple  of  items  that  are  probably  at  the  bottom  of  your 

15  pile  of  information.    There's  two  eight-and-a-half  by 

16  11  figures.    One  of  them  has  data  posted  surrounding 

17  the  central  area  and  the  other  is  just  the  excavation 

18  site  with  the  features  of  that  site  on  it.  Does 

19  everybody  have  that? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     It  should  be  two  maps. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  one  labeled  "Site 

22  Features,"  or  "Utility  Location  Map"  --  probably  the 

23  most  noteworthy  --  actually,  let  me  back  up.    This  is 

24  site  207.    It's  at  the  corner  of  Alex  Street  and  Mason 

25  Street,  right  at  kind  of  the  central  area  of  Crissy 
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1  Field.    It  was  a  former  gas  station.    The  three 

2  10,000-gal Ion  USTs  were  removed,  as  well  as  the 

3  associated  piping  and  the  fuel  islands.    The  tanks  were 

4  on  the  left  side  or  the  west  side  of  the  excavation  and 

5  the  fuel  islands  were  on  the  eastern  side. 

6  One  thing  to  note,  and  most  importantly,  in 

7  going  north-south,  that  would  be  towards  you  and  away 

8  from  you  on  the  page,  was  approximately  a  40-inch 

9  wooden  storm  sewer,  and  that  was  right  under  the  pump 

10  islands,  and  it's  coincident  with  the  area  we  found  to 

11  have  the  most  contamination.    So  we  have  a  concern 

12  there  that  any  of  the  contamination  that  reached  the 

13  groundwater  was  able  to  enter  that  wooden  storm  sewer 

14  and  without  acting  as  a  conduit  having  any  gasoline 

15  migrate.    That's  probably  the  most  noteworthy  thing  in 

16  terms  of  the  site  features. 

17  If  you  want  to  take  a  look  at  the  other 

18  figure,  you  can  see  some  of  the  soil  data  that  we  had 

19  as  well  as  three  ground  samples  that  were  collected. 

20  And  you  can  review  the  data.    Primarily  we're  seeing 

21  contamination  on  the  eastern  side  or  the  right  side 

22  near  the  fuel  island  as  being  in  excess  of  the  site 

23  cleanup  requirements.    Many  of  the  samples  on  the 

24  western  side  are  within  our  site  cleanup  requirements. 

25  Any  questions? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    What's  the  depth  of 

2  the  groundwater? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL: 

4  feet. 
5 

6  linked? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    There  were  not  ASTs  at 

8  this  site.    There  were  three  10,000-gal Ion  USTs. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  the  label  on  the 

10  first  -- 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    That's  referencing  the 

12  project  that  it  falls  under.    One  thing  to  note,  north 

13  of  where  the  storage  tanks  were  removed,  you  see  a  Test 

14  Excavation  No.  1  and  also  to  the  east  there's  a  Test 

15  Excavation  No.  2.    We  excavated  those  with  a  back  hoe 

16  just  to  take  a  quick  look  to  see  if  the  groundwater  was 

17  contaminated  or  the  soil  was  contaminated  at  a  greater 

18  distance  away  from  the  tank  removal  excavation,  and  we 

19  did  collect  some  groundwater  graph  and  soil  data  from 

20  those  excavations  as  well. 

21  We  are  intending  to,  at  this  point,  move 
orward  with  an  assessment  on  investigation  to  see  if 

,.e  can  follow  this  conduit;  first  locate  the  conduit, 

24  see  where  it  may  have  brought  any  contaminants  in  terms 

25  of  a  migration,  and  then  do  some  hydropunch  to  see  if 
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1  we  can  get  that  groundwater  extent  characterized  as 

2  well,  do  a  few  soil  borings  around  the  eastern  side  of 

3  the  excavation  to  pin  down  the  extent  of  soil 

4  contamination. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  have  a  question  on 

6  your  diagram.    On  the  one  that  has  the  results  of  your 

7  soil  and  groundwater  samplings,  sometimes  you  have  it 

8  designated  as  soil  or  groundwater,  and  sometimes  you 

9  just  list  the  chemical  and  then  the  concentration  and 

10  you  don't  specify  on  your  chart  which  is  which.    So  how 

11  do  you  interpret  that? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    In  three  locations, 

13  groundwater  was  sampled  from  the  two  test  excavations, 

14  No.  1  and  No.  2,  and  then  one  groundwater  sample  was 

15  collected  when  the  tanks  were  removed. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    What  was  the  depth  of 

17  that  sample? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Groundwater  surface, 

19  approximately  67  feet  below  ground  surface.    So  all  the 

20  data  essentially  you  see  is  soil  data,  unless  it's 

21  identified  as  groundwater. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Can  you  repeat  what  the 

23  site  requirements  are  for  TPH? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  don't  know  offhand. 

25  Do  you  know  what  they  are,  Roger? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    That's  a  good 

2  question. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    It  actually  will  vary. 

4  For  the  area  five  feet  above,  where  I  believe  it's  115 

5  milligrams  per  kilogram,  for  the  area  between  five  feet 

6  above  the  ground  surface  it  would  be  fault  to  eco  risk, 

7  and  I'm  not  sure  what  that  is  for  the  Crissy  Field 

8  area.    I  want  to  say  380? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    No,  we  don't  have 

10  any  eco  risk  numbers  for  Crissy  Field.    Actually  we 

11  had  -- 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    This  actually  falls 

13  into  the  area  where  we  have  that  wetland  where  we're 

14  going  to  have  to  develop  --  well,  actually  that's  for 

15  groundwater,  study,  but  that's  groundwater  water 

16  cleanup. 


17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  have  to  do  some 

18  research  and  get  back  to  you  on  that  one.    Yes,  Mark? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  four-foot  wooden 

20  storm  sewer,  which  one  is  that  labeled  as? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    There's  two  lines  with 


22  essentially  Xs  going  down  the  middle  of  it.    You'll  see 

23  it  in  the  left  side  of  the  ledger.    There  is  a  wooden 

24  cover.    It  goes  north  from  that  first  Highway  101 

25  viaduct  support  column. 
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1  being  fully  utilized  by  the  Park  Service? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  in  other  words, 

3  the  army  went  out  there.    We  cleaned  up  the  site.  The 

4  site  was  restored.    So,  I  mean,  there's  trees  -- 

5  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    But  it's  not  in 

6  compliance. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  it's  not  in 

8  compliance  with  the  SCRs,  but  that  doesn't  mean  that 

9  the  site  is  not  being  fully  utilized.    In  other  words, 

10  there's  plants  and  trees  growing  there,  you  know,  and, 

11  you  know,  people  can  walk  through  there  without  any 

12  fear  of  risks  or  hazards  or  anything  like  that.    So  in 

13  the  course  of  doing  a  corrective  action  plan,  we  would 

14  address  these  areas  where  there's  nominal  contamination 

15  left  where  we  had  some  bare  exceedances  of  the 

16  requirements  in  the  SCRs. 

17  Okay.    The  next  issue  we  talked  about  was 

18  the  status  of  the  RI  report.    Part  of  the  issue  with 

19  the  RI  report  is  the  plotting  maps.    There  were  a 

20  couple  of  other  outstanding  issues,  one  of  those  being 

21  eco  risk  values.    There  is  another  couple  meetings  here 

22  in  the  next  couple  of  weeks  to  discuss  that  --  well, 

23  actually  there's  another  follow-up  discussion  on 

24  Monday,  September  16  at  10:00  a.m.    If  anyone  is 

25  interested  in  participating  in  that  they  can  meet  at 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Do  you  see  that,  Mark? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Okay. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Let's  move  on.  That's 

4  basically  about  it  on  207.    This  is  all  an  initial 

5  study.    These  two  maps  show  you  what  we  know  so  far. 

6  Obviously  we  have  a  lot  more  work  to  do  out  there  to 

7  characterize  that  site,  and  as  we  go  along,  we'll 

8  continue  to  provide  you  that  information. 

9  The  other  issue,  another  issue  we  discussed 

10  was  Building  1349.    Basically  what  we're  going  to  do 

11  there  is  that  the  Army  is  going  to  do  a  corrective 

12  action  plan  at  Building  1349  to  address  a  couple  of 

13  areas  where  we  did  not  meet  the  --  we  were  not  in 

14  compliance  with  the  SCRs. 

15  However,  because  this  site  is  being  fully 

16  utilized  by  the  Park  Service  at  this  moment,  we're 

17  looking  at  an  option  of  reprogramming  dollars  for  that 

18  cap  at  that  site  and  using  those  dollars  at  207.  And 

19  that's  a  contractual  thing  that  we're  looking  at.  We 

20  don't  have  the  answer  to  that  question  yet.    But  in  any 

21  case,  we  are  going  to  do  a  cap  there;  it's  just  a 

22  matter  of  whether  that's  going  to  be  deferred  maybe 

23  until  next  year,  and  in  advance  of  that  take  care  of 

24  the  priorities  at  Building  207.  Yes? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    You  said  that  site  is 
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1  the  Montgomery  Watson  conference  room  where  we  will 

2  continue  our  discussion  of  finalizing  in  the  eco  risk 

3  values  for  the  RI.    And  we're  working  with  all  the 

4  regulatory  agencies  with  regard  to  that. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Is  that  part  of  the 

6  focus  group  meeting  you're  having  on  RI  issues? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  that's  correct. 

8  Just  A  couple  of  other  things,  other  outstanding  issues 

9  that  need  to  be  resolved  was  ambient  concentration  of 

10  inorganics  in  soil,  the  risk  assessment  that  I  just 

11  mentioned,  the  exposure  point  calculations,  the 

12  plotting  maps,  hexcroom  in  groundwater.    Those  are  kind 

13  of  the  remaining  outstanding  issues  on  the  RI. 

14  Right  now  the  RI  is  scheduled  to  be 

15  published  at  the  end  of  October,  but  with  the  length  of 

16  time  it's  taking  to  resolve  some  of  those  outstanding 

17  issues  we  may  have  to  push  that  date  back  yet  again. 

18  So,  I  think  we'll  have  a  better  feel  for  that  in  a 

19  couple  weeks  exactly  how  long  we  would  need  to  further 

20  delay  publication  of  the  RI.    But  we'll  keep  you 

21  informed  of  that  as  things  develop  over  the  next  couple 

22  weeks. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    David,  did  I  miss  it 

24  and  you  described  what  this  PSF  main  installation  RI 

25  comments  and  stuff  is? 
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Yes. 

Isn't  that  what's  to 
Yes.    One  of  your 


1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS: 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER: 
'ate  on  the  focus  meetings? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS: 

5  handouts  is  summary  notes  of  all  of  these  special  focus 

6  RI  meetings  that  we've  had  since  earlier  this  year. 

7  This  represents  a  recap  of  all  those  discussions.  When 

8  you  look  through  this  it's  going  to  identify  areas 

9  where  we  have  reached  resolution  on  these  critical 

10  issues. 

11  The  outstanding  issues  that  I  just  described 

12  are  just  that,  they're  outstanding.    They  still  need  to 

13  get  resolved.    So  this  should  bring  you  up  to  date  with 

14  various  comments  that  were  submitted  by  both  the 

15  public,  the  RAB  and  the  regulatory  agencies  and  how 

16  those  have  been  resolved  through  these  series  of 

17  meetings  in  this  fifteen-page  document.    So  please  look 

18  through  that  as  you  have  time,  and  if  you  have 

19  questions  feel  free  to  give  us  a  call. 

20  We  also  talked  about  the  DEH  decision 

21  document,  which  is  actually  the  next  agenda  item.  And 

22  I'll  defer  that  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  just  to  give 

23  a  brief  recap  of  what  we  discussed  there  today. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Thanks,  Dave.  We 

25  sort  of  went  over  what  we've  kind  of  come  up  with  at 
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1  the  last  five  or  six  meetings,  as  many  of  you  know  or 

2  don't  know.    We've  met  roughly  five  or  six  times  since 

3  we  started  on  this.    Our  last  meeting  was  on  the  4th  of 

4  September,  what  we  call  the  DEH  ROD  meeting.    At  that 

5  meeting  we  --  the  Natural  Park  Service,  Brian 

6  Ullensvang,  handed  out  an  internal,  not  complete  draft 

7  for  the  ROD  for  everybody  in  the  group  to  actually  look 

8  at  and  start  getting  comments  on. 

9  It  was  not  a  complete  ROD  at  that  point,  but 

10  it  had  a  lot  of  --  it  started  stuff  on  looking  at  ARARS 

11  and  a  lot  of  other  issues  that  we've  been  grappling 

12  with. 

13  Also,  I'm  not  sure  if  everyone  knows,  we  had 

14  started  out  calling  it  an  ECA,  but  due  to  the  problem 

15  with  the  cost  of  it,  it  exceeded  the  amounts  that  UST 

16  can  do  an  ECA  under,  so  it's  been  changed  to  a  ROD, 

17  probably  called  the  DEH  ROD. 

18  Probably  the  most  salient  point  is  there  are 

19  some  outstanding  issues  Dave  actually  touched  on.  It 

20  was  the  eco  risk  values  for  lead  in  soil.    We  have 

21  pretty  much  all  the  other  values  nailed  down  reasonably 

22  well.    A  lot  of  them  came  from  John  Buck's  RI.    Some  of 

23  them  are  from  the  SCRs,  but  the  one  outstanding  issue 

24  is  eco  risk  values  for  lead  in  soil. 

25  We  had  a  fairly  extensive  telephone 
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1  conference  with  all  the  members.    That  must  have  been 

2  on  the  9th  of  September,  a  two-and-a-half  to  three  hour 

3  teleconference,  and  that  was  specifically  for  eco  risk. 

4  And  we  had  given  out  some  numbers  that  AEC  had 

5  generated  about  eco  risk,  and  various  cleanup  values, 

6  or  at  least  screening  values  for  leads  and  some  of  the 

7  other  compounds. 

8  And  at  that  point  the  regulatory  agencies 

9  decided  that  they  wanted  to  look  at  it  more  or  less 

10  somewhat  longer  than  actually  on  the  phone.    So  we  have 

11  another  teleconference  set  up  with  them  on  Monday, 

12  hopefully  to  resolve  the  issue  of  exactly  what  we  plan 

13  to  do  with  the  eco  risk  numbers.    And  it  seems  like 

14  lead  is  the  big  issue. 

15  And  it  looks  like  as  a  result  of  that,  this 

16  whole  lead  issue  and  echo  risk,  we're  probably  going  to 

17  have  to  also  delay  our  ROD  as  well.    We  were  talking 

18  about  a  month,  I  think,  right,  roughly  four  weeks.  And 

19  then  we  have  one  next  meeting  or  our  next  meeting  set 

20  for  the  25th  of  September  for  the  DEH  ROD  working 

21  group.    If  we  can  get  the  eco  risk  settled  out,  we  can 

ove  ahead  pretty  fast  on  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  have  a  question.  You 

24  keep  using  the  term  "ROD."    Are  you  talking  about  an 

25  interim  ROD  or  final  ROD? 
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This  is  a  final  end 


2  solution. 
3 


BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON: 
No  interim.  Final. 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Could  you  bring  us  up  to 

4  date  on  what  kind  of  numbers  are  being  talked  about  and 

5  how  far  apart  the  different  sizes,  if  you  will,  are  on 

6  this  lead  eco  risk  number? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    The  order  of 

8  magnitude  numbers  range  as  low  as  .86  milligrams  per 

9  kilogram  of  lead  in  soil,  which  is  probably  a  hundred 

10  times  lower  than  background,  up  to  --  we  can  almost  get 

11  into  the  thousands.    It  depends  heavily  on  what  study 

12  that  you're  referencing,  what  animal  or  what  species  of 

13  plant  that  you're  looking  at,  empirical  data,  data  from 

14  other  states. 

15  There  are  no  signs,  actually;  it's  not  like 

16  the  Army  or  anybody  or  the  National  Park  Service  has 

17  put  these  numbers  out  and  said,  "This  is  what  we  want" 

18  and  the  agencies  said,  "No,  we  want  this."  There's 

19  just  a  lot  of  research  going  on.    And  all  these 

20  research  projects  come  up  with  little  different 

21  numbers. 

22  So  when  you  start  looking  at  it  and  you  get 

23  a  whole  table  of  just  different  numbers,  and  then  it 

24  gets  into  what  inceptions  are  we  looking  at,  what 

25  exposure  end  points  are  we  looking  at  --  for  instance 
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1  when  somebody  pops  up  a  number  of  50,  what  does  that 

2  really  mean?    I  mean,  does  50  mean  that  all  the  plants 

3  die? 

4  What  you  find  out  sometimes  is  that  number 

5  meant  that  somebody  found  that  the  root  depth  of  a 

6  lettuce  seedling  didn't  go  down  the  full  depth.  And 

7  so  that's  the  effect  they're  saying  we  saw  something  at 

8  50.    But  the  public,  everybody  else  here,  is  "Well,  50 

9  is  good  for  plants." 

10  Those  are  the  kind  of  issues  that  we're 

11  actually  grappling  with  now,  because  those  are  the 

12  issues  that  the  risk  managers,  the  people  that  have  to 

13  say,  "Okay,  we  choose  50,"  or,  "We  choose  .86,"  or,  "We 

14  choose  1,000."    They  have  to  make  that  call  and  say, 

15  "These  are  where  our  monies  are  going  to  go  and  this  is 

16  what  we  actually  have  to  worry  about." 

17  So  right  now  it's  not  like  we've  taken 

18  sides.    There  aren't  sides.    There's  just  a  whole  body 

19  of  scientific  numbers  ranging  from  exceedingly  low  to 

20  what  some  people  may  call  exceedingly  high.  And 

21  they're  all  backed  by  science  of  some  sort.    So  it's  a 

22  very  complicated  issue. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    You  also  mentioned  that 

24  some  numbers  were  way  below  in  that  background. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :  Ambient. 
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1  occurs  naturally  on  the  Presidio  shows  a  lot  of  lead? 

2  My  recollection  is  the  USGs  didn't  find  any  that  shows 

3  significant      even  showed  detectable  levels  of  lead. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    We're  actually 

5  dealing  with  a  fill  area,  so  the  issue  there  is 

6  ambient.    We've  also  got  ambient,  Jan,  from  things 

7  other  than  rocks,  too,  just  cars  and  traffic  over  the 

8  years.    Lead  is  a  real  problem. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  know  that  there's  a 

10  lot  of  deposition  because  of  cars  and  leaded  gasoline 

11  and  stuff.    But  what  I'm  trying  to  get  at,  too,  is  when 

12  you're  giving  people  a  range,  you're  talking  about 

13  infill  and  something  that's  been  moved  into  there  from 

14  someplace  else,  plus  had  a  lot  of  stuff  happen  to  it. 

15  The  other  extreme,  if  you  will,  is  what  was 

16  there  before  man  started  to  affect  the  Presidio,  and 

17  from  the  rocks  that  there  are  there,  there  shouldn't  be 

18  a  lot  of  lead  around  the  Presidio. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Well,  shouldn't  and 

20  what  we  found  are  somewhat  different.    And  again,  it 

21  comes  down  to  the  ambient.    We're  not  calling  it 

22  background  anymore;  we're  calling  it  ambient,  because 

23  we  have  to  take  into  effect  that  this  has  not  been  a 

24  pristine  site,  just  from  the  simple  fact  that  cars  have 

25  been  driving  through  here  since  the  1900s. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    What  number  have  you 

2  arrived  at  as  ambient  in  the  Crissy  Field  area? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Well,  as  we've  noted 

4  here,  we  still  haven't  arrived  on  an  ambient  number 

5  that  everybody  will  agree  to  at  this  point  in  time  for 

6  lead.    We  have  kind  of  ranges,  and  it  depends  if  you're 

7  in  fill,  if  you 1  re  in  sand  dunes .    And  as  I  reca 1 1 , 

8  ambient  for  fill  was  in  the  neighborhood  of  --  Mike, 

9  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong,  it's  like  220,  or. 

10  MR.  SCHMIDT:    That's  the  last  number  we 

11  developed,  222. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    222.    And  that's 

13  what  we're  maybe  saying  that's  sort  of  ambient.  So 

14  when  we  hear  numbers  like  .86,  we  think,  well,  is  this 

15  a  right  number;  when  we  hear  numbers  of  several 

16  thousand,  is  that  also  right  numbers.    So  many  of  these 

17  things  are  going  to  have  to  be  a  risk  management 

18  decision.    Once  the  science  is  there  and  lays  out  all 

19  these  numbers,  then  the  risk  managers  have  to  say, 

20  "Okay,  I'm  deciding  not  to  choose  to  worry  about  this 

21  and  worry  about  that." 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Outside  of  the  fill 

23  area  two  hundred  and  some,  how  much  of  the  natural  rock 

24  --  I'll  call  it  rock  --  on  Presidio  shows  significant 

25  lead  levels?    How  many  of  your  rock  samples  for  what 
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1  Mike  just  handed  me  a  kind  of  ambient 

2  concentrations  for  the  Presidio.    And  we  don't  want  to 

3  get  into  a  whole  lot  of  information  here  about  all  the 

4  other  elements,  but  for  surpentonite  we've  got  what  we 

5  call  an  ambient  concentration  for  lead  of  80  micrograms 

6  per  gram,  which  is  the  same  as  milligrams  per  kilogram; 

7  for  the  colma,  24;  for  the  beach/dune  sands,  96;  and 

8  for  fill,  221. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Are  these  measured 

10  numbers? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    No,  these  are 

12  numbers  we  have  derived  as  a  result  of  the  background 

13  samples.    So  these  are  statistical  numbers  that  AEC  has 

14  measured.    And  some  of  this  has  probably  been  backed  up 

15  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  data  that  we've  probably 

16  given  them,  but  mostly  from  their  own  study,  their  own 

17  quote,  unquote,  "background  studies." 

18  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    The  criteria  you  were 

19  talking  about,  don't  the  regulatory  people  have  certain 

20  criteria  that  one  is  supposed  to  try  to  abide  by, 

21  depending  on  the  environmental  data  and  all  that?  Or 

22  is  that  subjective  research  you're  coming  up  with  and 

23  stuff?    I  mean,  aren't  there  guidelines? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    There  are 

25  guidelines,  but  there  are  no  really  firm  numbers  -- 
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1  well,  I'll  back  off  on  that  a  little  bit.    There  are 

2  firm  numbers  for  certain  elements  or  for  certain 

ompounds,  but  not  generally  for  risk  assessment, 
nere  are  levels  that  you  have  to  abide  by  if  you're 

5  going  to  take  the  soils  off  the  site  and  put  them  in  a 

6  landfill.    There's  hazardous  waste  numbers. 

7  But  those  are  generally  higher  than  any  of 

8  our  risk-driven  numbers  would  actually  be.    There  are 

9  some  numbers  like  MCLs  or  bay  goals  for  groundwater  or 

10  for  water  that  we  generally  have  to  abide  by.  There 

11  are,  unfortunately,  no  numbers  for  metals  in  soil  that 

12  a  regulator  has  said,  "This  is  what  you  have  to  shoot 

13  for;  this  is  a  regulatory  goal  or  a  law." 

14  There's  things  called  PRGs  which  the  EPA  has 

15  come  out  with  and  the  state  have  come  out  with,  but 

16  those  are  not  cleanup  numbers.    Those  are  just  numbers 

17  that  said  if  you  are  below  this,  there's  generally  -- 

18  the  agencies  don't  feel  that  there's  a  lot  of  risk 

19  associated  with  it. 

20  If  you're  above  that  number,  the  agencies 

21  recommend  you  should  start  looking  to  see  is  there  a 

22  risk;  you  have  to  start  taking  in  other  factors.  There 

23  are,  unfortunately,  virtually  no  numbers  that  I'm  aware 

24  of  for  eco  risk.    It's  somewhat  of  a  new  science. 

25  There  is  not  a  large  body  of  data  out  there  like  there 
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1  is  for  human  health  numbers. 

2  Human  health  numbers  are  not  the  issue  here 

3  at  this  site.    Those  are  fairly  well  set  out.    It's  the 

4  eco  risk  numbers.    And  the  question,  then,  on  eco  risk 

5  is  you  have  plants  and  you  have  animals,  and  the 

6  studies  that  come  out  --  there's  no  one  end  point.  For 

7  humans,  when  we're  dealing  with  some  chemicals,  we 

8  often  think  of  cancer  as  an  end  point  or  even  death,  or 

9  some  other  end  point  that  most  of  us  here  understand. 

10  When  you  start  dealing  with  eco  risk,  a  lot 

11  of  the  end  points  are  vague.    You  just  don't  even  know. 

12  It's  where  they  see  an  effect.    And  what  an  effect  is 

13  can  vary  from  researcher  to  researcher,  because  they're 

14  not  doing  necessarily  their  research  to  aid  cleanup;  it 

15  could  for  some  other  fully  different  reason. 

16  So  one  may  be  looking  at  rooting  depth  of 

17  the  lettuce  seed.    And  I  know  that's  often  been  brought 

18  up.    Well,  how  much  does  that  have  to  do  with  what  we 

19  are  doing  here?    Well,  I  don't  know.    Some  are  looking 

20  at  animals,  how  they're  affected,  do  the  shells  get 

21  real  weak  on  robins'  eggs  or  something.    Well  maybe 

22  that  has  a  little  more  input  to  what  we're  doing  here. 

23  So,  that's  the  problem  with  eco  risk,  is  that  it's  not 

24  a  very  cut  and  dried  science  right  now. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Last  question,  then  we 
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1  need  to  move  on. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Hopefully  the  public 

3  meeting  --  talk  about  some  of  these  issues  in 

4  anticipation  of  a  report  coming  out.    And  when  I  last 

5  understood  --  I  thought  there  was  like  a  model  we  were 

6  following,  developed,  or  used  or  recommended  by 

7  regional  board,  and  that  model  was  to  grind  through 

8  certain  studies  which  would  put  the  risk  number 

9  somewhere  between  150  and  200. 

10  And  I  guess  I'm  really  surprised  to  hear 

11  this  number  that  suddenly  went  off  the  charts  and  down 

12  on  the  roadside  --  I  thought  that  was  also  a  closed 

13  book  in  terms  of  the  studies  you  were  going  to  look  at. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Well,  we  tried  to 

15  limit  it  to  that,  but  as  things  tend  to  do,  they  tend 

16  to  branch  out.    So  I  think  in  the  meantime  --  I  don't 

17  know  if  you  were  at  the  last  one;  I  certainly  wasn't  at 

18  the  one  previously  because  I  was  on  leave,  but  a  new 

19  group  got  involved,  it's  Biological  Technical  Advisory 

20  Group,  called  the  BTAG.    It's,  I  guess,  an  EPA,  water 

21  board,  DTSC,  Fish  and  Wildlife  group  of  people. 

And  they've  come  up  with  their  own  toxicity 
eference  value,  TRVs.    So  when  we  started  using  their 

24  TRVs,  they  came  up  with  this  .86.    So  when  we  queried 

25  them  on  that,  they  kind  of  backed  off  and  said,  well, 
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1  they'll  have  to  go  look  at  those  numbers  once  more. 

2  We  also  used  that  equation,  I  think  it's 

3  called  the  Kaputska.    It's  called  Kaputska.    I  guess 

4  it's  named  after  some  scientist  or  researcher.  And 

5  again,  that  equation,  though,  has  a  lot  of  inputs,  and 

6  depending  on  the  input  that  you  use,  it  comes  out  with 

7  hazard  portions  and  hazard  factors. 

8  And  then  my  question  was,  great,  but  what 

9  were  the  end  points  that  was  measuring  to.    And  it 

10  turns  out  that's  measuring  --  it's  a  compilation  of  all 

11  sorts  of  different  end  points  for  plants,  I  think  it 

12  is.    So  that  these  TRVs  were  for  robbins,  and  the 

13  Kaputskas  were  plants,  and  nobody  has  been  able  to  tell 

14  me  yet  what  are  the  end  points;  what  am  I  really 

15  worried  about  when  that  thing  churns  out  the  number  of 

16  .86,  or  if  that  doesn't  churn  out  .86  but  it  churns  out 

17  a  hazard  quotient  of  25.3  and  it's  called  mildly  toxic. 

18  And  the  question  is  what  does  mildly  toxic 

19  mean?    Most  of  the  plants  die?    Maybe  none  of  the 

20  plants  die?    Their  rooting  depth  is  shorter?    It  loses 

21  five  extra  leaves  a  year?    It  doesn't  generate  as  many 

22  pine  cones  as  it  should?    I  don't  know.    And  nobody 

23  really  seems  to  know.    And  so  I'm  saying  I  have  to  be 

24  very  careful  when  I  come  up  with  these  numbers  or  these 

25  hazard  quotients,  because  in  a  vacuum  somebody  says 
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1  "Gee,  that's  a  great  number;  it  came  up  with  28.5  and 

2  why  didn't  you  clean  up  the  28.5?"    And  I'm  saying, 

3  "Well,  what  does  that  measure?"    And  right  now  the 

4  answers  aren't  there.    And  that's  what's  holding  this 

5  whole  thing  up,  because  the  human  health  numbers  for 

6  the  site  are  in  the  800  range  for  that  site.  It's 

7  going  to  be  mostly  parking  lot. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Let's  move  on.  The 

9  bottom  line  is  the  regulators  have  gone  back  to  the 

10  drawing  board  because  of  all  the  confusion,  and  this 

11  eco  risk  stuff  --  I  mean,  you've  listened  to  what  he 

12  said.    It  drives  you  nuts.    So  we'll  let  them  figure  it 

13  out.    We'll  meet  again  on  Monday,  and  hopefully  they'll 

14  come  up  with  some  type  of  number  that  we  can  use  to 

15  apply  ecological  risk  values  at  the  DEH  so  we  can 

16  finalize  our  decision  document. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    It  sounds  like  what  I 

18  heard  was  risk  management. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the  risk 

20  management  decision  is  going  to  be  made  after  the 

21  regulators  figure  out  how  they  want  to  package  all  of 

22  these  eco  risk  values.    And  they  need  to  go  back  to  the 

23  drawing  board  and  do  that,  and  that's  what  they're 

24  doing  the  rest  of  this  week.    They've  been  charged  with 

25  that  responsibility. 
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1  been  established,  as  was  designed. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay.    So  it's  not 

3  working  like  we  thought  it  would,  so  we're  continuing 

4  to  make  adjustments  there  to  see  how  exactly  it  is 

5  working. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     The  UVBs  have  been  in 

7  place  and  working  for  what,  two  to  three  years  now, 

8  something  like  that? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Not  that  long. 

10  MR.  SCHMIDT:    Two  years. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    August  of  '94,  I  think 

12  it  was  installed. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    And  all  of  your 

14  evidence  to  date  is  it's  not  working  anywhere  near  what 

15  was  expected,  and  it  certainly  may  not  really  be 

16  remediating  very  much.    So  have  you  started  some  kind 

17  of  contingency  plan  for  some  other  type  of  remedial 

18  option  on  that  site? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Well,  yes,  certainly 

20  we've  considered  what  we're  going  to  do  as  an 

21  alternative.    But  part  of  that  consideration  included 

22  doing  this  enhancement  to  see  if  the  circulation  cell 

23  would  develop  larger  than  it  has  been  at  this  point. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  what  kind  of  term 

25  line  are  we  talking?    How  long  for  this  additional 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    So  we'll  try  to  boil 

2  something  down  for  your  review,  or  for  -- 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Exactly.    Now  that 

4  you're  thoroughly  confused  as  I  was  about  that,  let's 

5  move  on  here  very  quickly.    We  also  talked  about  the 

6  status  on  the  enhanced  UVB  system.    Mike,  can  you  give 

7  us  a  quick  dump  on  that  one?    The  UVB  system  was  that 

8  interim  remedial  measure  action  that  we  had  at  the 

9  Building  937  site. 

10  MR.  SCHMIDT:     (Not  at  microphone)    The  UVB 

11  system  is  a  remediation  system  that  we've  been 

12  operating  at  the  Building  937  area.    At  the  beginning 

13  of  June,  the  vendor  that  sells  and  installs  the  system 

14  installed  an  upgrade  to  the  system,  a  submersible  pump, 

15  to  try  to  increase  the  amount  of  the  circulation  of 

16  groundwater  from  lower  screen  and  how  to  improve  upper 

17  screen. 

18  When  that  started  at  the  beginning  of  June, 

19  we  then  monitored  once  again  for  treader  dyes  in  the 

20  well  through  June  or  July.    Those  studies  showed  that 

21  the  treader  dye  was  not  treading.    Now  we  have 

22  monitoring  points  closer  into  the  well,  and  we're 

23  looking  closer  into  the  well  for  evidence  of 

24  circulation  in  the  well.    So  far  the  permanent 

25  monitoring  wells  have  not  shown  circulation  cells  have 
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1  circulation  cell  test  before  you  start  trying  to  put  in 

2  another  system? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Wei  I ,  once  we  make 

4  some  type  of  determination  on  this,  then  we  go  back  and 

5  say,  "Okay,  scrap  this,"  or,  "Put  in  more  wells"  -- 

6  that's  going  to  be  the  determining  point  we  decide  what 

7  other  actions  we  take  at  that  site,  which  may  include 

8  putting  in  a  bunch  of  those  or  putting  in  something 

9  completely  different.    I  don't  know,  Mike,  how  much 

10  longer  are  you  guys  going  to  work  on  that  in  terms  of 

11  determining  what  the  actual  extent  is  of  the 

12  circulation  cell? 

13  MR.  SCHMIDT:    The  results  from  the  dye 

14  monitoring  that  we're  doing  right  now  should  be 

15  available  in  a  couple  weeks. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  within  the  next  RAB 

17  meeting  could  we  find  out  if  you  guys  are  going  to  put 

18  in  a  different  system  or  if  you're  going  to  -- 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Yes,  would  you  be 

20  prepared  to  discuss  at  the  next  RAB  meeting  a  proposed 

21  strategy  for  the  next  course  of  action  based  on  what 

22  you  find  here  in  the  next  couple  weeks? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Just  some  idea,  and 

24  maybe  a  time  line  on  how  soon  we  can  expect  an 

25  operating  remedial  system  there. 
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1                    MR.  SCHMIDT:     I  think  by  the  next  RAB 

1 

completed  their  removal  of  those  tanks.    However,  they 

2  meeting  I  could  further  summarize  what  we  found  on  this 

2 

are  going  to  stay  on  at  the  Presidio  and  finish  one 

vstem.    But  we're  not  actively  designing  alternatives. 

3 

last  project  which  will  be  the  removal  of  the  source 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  the  next  RAB  meeting 

4 

soils  at  the  Building  637  area.    So  if  you  looked  in 

5  we  can  find  out  the  results  of  your  analysis  of  the 

5 

the  637  corrective  action  plan,  it  identified  a  certain 

6  evaluation  of  the  system.    Then  will  you  be  able  to 

6 

area  of  soil  that  needed  to  be  removed  from  that  site. 

7  tell  us  based  on  that,  David,  when  the  Army  is  going  to 

7 

The  contractor  that  was  doing  those  historical  tank 

8  --  if  and  when  the  Army  is  going  to  be  doing  something 

8 

removals  will  complete  that  work  probably  within  a 

9  else?    Okay.  Great. 

9 

month,  and  that  will  be  the  end  of  their  project  here 

10                    BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.    Okay.  A 

10 

at  the  Presidio. 

11  couple  other  things,  very  quickly,  if  you  look  at  the 

11 

And  then  the  last  issue  we  talked  about  was 

12  back  of  your  handout  package,  you'll  see  two  large  11 

12 

the  cleanup  of  --  PCB  cleanup  at  buildings  680  and 

13  by  17  maps.    They  show  the  progress  of  the  tank 

13 

1153.    We  are  waiting  to  finalize  the  field  sampling  at 

14  removals  at  the  Presido,  and  the  progress  of  the  fuel 

14 

Building  680.    The  field  sampling  has  been  completed  at 

15  distribution  system  removal.    If  you  have  any  questions 

15 

Building  1153  pending  the  removal  of  transformers  that 

16  about  those,  you  can  see  Rich  Johns.    Rich,  identify 

16 

are  in  the  yard  at  Building  680.    And  the  Park  Service 

17  yourself  please.    That  handsome  man  back  there  will 

17 

is  in  the  process  of  determining  which  transformers  and 

18  answer  any  questions  about  the  removals,  but  I.T.  is 

18 

things  like  that  need  to  get  around  and  how  they're 

19  doing  a  stellar  Job,  and  work  continues  in  those  areas. 

19 

going  to  move  those. 

20  And  these  maps  show  you  exactly  where  things  have  been 

20 

Once  they  finish  that  --  it  should  be  within 

21  removed,  what's  projected  to  be  removed  and  so  forth. 

21 

the  next  couple  weeks  --  then  the  Army  has  contracted 

22  So  if  you  have  any  questions,  you  can  see  Rich  about 

22 

to  go  out  there  and  finish  up  that  field  sampling,  and 

23  that. 

23 

then  we  will  begin  a  full  scale  development  of  the  work 

24                  The  contractor  that  was  removing  tanks 

24 

plan/decision  document  to  clean  up  those  two  sites. 

25  inside  the  basements  of  historical  structures,  they've 

And  that  will  be  managed  by  the  Army  environmental 
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1  center. 

1 

management  guidance: 

2                   BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Dave,  that  document 

2 

"Attached  is  the  federal  register 

3  you're  going  to  be  developing  on  that,  will  that 

3 

notice  that  contains  the  proposed 

4  explain  what  kind  of  sampling  design  you're  going  to 

4 

rules  and  solicited  comments  from 

5  have  for  confirmation  sampling  that  you've  gotten  all 

5 

the  interested  parties." 

6  of  it? 

6 

We're  a  RAB;  I  assume  that  we're  interested. 

7                  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  exactly.  So, 

7 

Comments  are  due  November  4th,  1996.    So,  there  are  a 

8  that  leaves  us  with  the  last  issue  from  Saul. 

8 

number  of  questions  that  are  raised  by  the  proposed 

9                   BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Bob  Reinhard  faxed  out 

9 

rule.    And  I  think  that  we  as  a  RAB  ought  to  discuss 

10  to  a  number  of  us  a  while  ago,  and  I  made  some  copies 

10 

them.    This  is  our  opportunity  to  give  input  as  to 

11  and  I'm  just  going  to  distribute  this  now.    Once  again. 

11 

whether  or  not  we're  happy  not  being  a  FACA  committee. 

12  the  folks  --  essentially  what  this  is  is  a  notice  that 

12 

This  is  our  opportunity  to  talk  about 

13  was  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  I  will  just  read  you 

13 

whether  or  not  we're  actually  happy  with  the  fact  that 

14  the  first  paragraph,  and  then  you  could  look  at  the 

14 

although  DOD  says  that  they're  going  to  help  us  obtain 

15  rest  of  it  and  I'll  make  a  quick  proposal: 

15 

funding  for  technical  support,  they're  going  to  help  us 

16                     "The  National  Defense 

16 

obtain  funding  for  technical  support  from  someone  else. 

17                        Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year 

17 

So  this  is  our  opportunity  to  make  comments  on  all  of 

18                      1996  requires  the  Secretary  of 

18 

this  stuff. 

19                         Defense  to  proscribe  regulations 

19 

So  what  I'd  like  to  propose  is  that  a  small 

20                      regarding  Restoration  Advisory 

20 

committee  of  interested  RAB  members  get  together  and 

21                         Boards  (RABs) .    RABs  provide  an 

21 

discuss  our  input  into  this,  make  the  presentation  to 

opportunity  for  information 

22 

the  RAB  at  large  for  our  next  RAB  meeting  so  that  we 

exchange..". 

23 

can  essentially  go  ahead  and  submit  comments  as  a  RAB 

24                  Blah-blah-blah.    And  this  is  your 

24 

to  the  Defense  Department  by  the  November  4th  deadline. 

PS  nnnnrtiin 1 1 v  to  an  flhp^d  ?inH  makp  ffimmpnts  nn  thp  PAR 

25 

I  think  this  is  comDletelv  in  our  interest 
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1  area,  and  something  I  think  is  pertinent  to  what  we're 

2  doing.    And  I  hope  as  other  RABs  are  doing  this  around 

3  the  region  we'll  be  able  to  go  ahead  and  make  sure  at 

4  least  this  community  is  well  represented  in  terms  of 

5  comment  to  the  DOD  about  how  RABs  ought  to  be  managed. 

6  So,  that's  my  proposal,  again,  that  a  small 

7  committee  be  organized.    Bob  Reinhard  did  send  out  a 

8  memo.    Anybody  that  did  not  receive  Bob's  memo  should 

9  contact  Bob.    He'd  be  happy  to  send  out  another  memo. 

10  And  that's  it,  basically.    It's  a  fairly  important 

11  thing.    If  we  don't  do  it,  what's  going  to  be  adopted 

12  is  what  you  see  before  you.    And  I  think  that  there  are 

13  some  weaknesses  within  the  proposed  rule,  and  I  think 

14  we  should  discuss  that. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  just  wanted  to  add  a 

16  short  thing  as  someone  who  has  been  on  the  receiving 

17  end  of  comments  to  proposed  rules,  that  your  comments 

18  are  actually  very  important,  because  the  agencies  have 

19  to  explain  in  their  responses  why  they  aren't  doing 

20  what  you're  suggesting,  or  why  it's  not  a  good  idea  or 

21  why  they're  doing  something  different. 

22  And  so  you  are,  in  effect  by  raising 

23  questions,  you're  forcing  them  to  justify  very  strongly 

24  whatever  it  is  that  they  want  to  do,  and  if  you  feel 

25  that  what  they  want  to  do  isn't  right,  you're  basically 
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making  it  hard  for  them  to  do  something  you  don't  like. 

And  the  more  carefully  crafted  and 
comprehensive  that  your  comments  are,  the  more  likely 
you. are  going  to  be  able  to  effect  the  final  shape  of 
rule  in  the  manner  that  you  want.    So,  that  was  my  two 
bits. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    This  is  likely  the  last 
time  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  shape  the  proposed 
rule,  for  all  intents  and  purposes.    So  I  think  we  need 
to  --  if  we  have  a  shot  to  put  in,  now  is  the  time. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    If  people  want  to  work 
on  the  committee,  should  they  contact  you? 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Yeah.    I'll  be  able  to 
take  responsibility  for  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay,  good.  Sounds 
like  something  to  take  advantage  of.    So,  without  any 
further  delays,  thank  you  all  for  coming  and  that's  all 
for  this  evening.    Have  a  safe  trip  home. 

---o0o--- 
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1  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

2  COUNTY  OF  ALAMEDA 
3 

4  I,  JILLANNE  STEPHENSON,  a  Certified  Shorthand 

5  Reporter  8563,  do  hereby  certify: 


7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


That  the  foregoing  proceeding  was  taken  before  me 
at  the  time  and  place  therein  named;  and 

That  the  same  was  taken  in  shorthand  by  myself,  and 
was  thereafter  transcribed  into  typewritten 
transcription. 

I  further  certify  that  I  am  a  disinterested  person 
to  said  action  and  in  no  way  interested  in  the  outcome 
thereof  no  connected  or  related  to  any  of  the  parties 
thereto. 


IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  setumy  hand  and 
affix  my  official  seal  of  office  th\sJ?$of^^/V?~      -=^s»/  ^ 
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r  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening.  Welcome. 

2  This  is  the  regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the  Presido 

3  Restoration  Advisory  Board.    I'm  Doug  Kern,  and  I'd 

4  like  to  welcome  all  of  you  here  tonight,  the  Army 

5  contractors,  regulators,  city  of  San  Francisco,  you 

6  incredible  volunteers  from  the  community  serving  on  our 

7  board,  and  of  course,  all  the  members  of  the  public. 

8  Just  as  a  little  review,  perhaps  a  couple  of 

9  items  about  my  role  as  facilitator:    This  is  an  open 

10  forum  for  community  concerns  and  interaction  between 

11  the  community  regulators,  the  Army,  their  contractors 

12  and  I  would  encourage  you  to  bring  your  opinions  and 

13  concerns  to  this  forum  in  a  very  strong,  forceful  way. 

14  I'd  also  like  you  to  know  that  it's  also  a 

15  forum  of  respect.    And  so  we're  not  going  to  tolerate 

16  people  talking  over  each  other.    This  has  been  a  good 

17  forum  that  way.    We  haven't  had  that  problem.    So,  just 

18  a  little  review  in  that  regard. 

19  Thank  you.    Are  there  any  items  on  the 

20  agenda  that  need  review,  additions,  comments? 

21  *T  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    I  move  approval. 

22  ;  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.    Any  other  -- 
"econd  or. 

BOARDMEMBER  OHARE:     I'll  second  it. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  discussion?  Anyone 
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1  have  any  items  that  they'd  like  to  add  to  the  agenda? 

2  Yes,  Jan? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    There  are  a  couple 

4  things  that  were  left  off  of  the  agenda,  yet  I  think  we 

5  will  might  want  to  add  on  as  time  allows.    So  we'll  put 

6  them  on  at  the  bottom.    That's  a  little  short  update 

7  about  the  chemical  data  problem  from  the  lab  that  was 

8  cited  by  the  EPA,  just  a  status  report  on  that. 

9  And  the  second  thing  was  there  was  a  lot  of 

10  interest,  I  thought,  in  people  wanting  to  talk  about 

11  whether  or  not  overall  base  funding,  closing  base 

12  funding  is  adequate  or  not.    That  could  possibly  be  put 

13  off  to  the  next  meeting,  but  if  we  have  time,  we  might 

14  want  to  take  it  up  tonight. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else?  Andrew 

16  and  Peter,  with  those  two  additions,  can  we  move  ahead 

17  with  that? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  OHARE:    I  don't  have  a  problem. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Andrew?    Okay.  So 

20  without  any  objection,  we'll  move  the  agenda. 

21  Any  old  business?    I  guess  we're  ready  to 

22  move  on  to  the  items.    No.  4,  production  of  the  RI 

23  investigation  on  CD  ROM.    That  would  be  Mike. 

24  MR.  SCHMIDT:    My  name  is  Mike  Schmidt.  I'm 

25  with  Dames  &  Moore.    We're  doing  the  RI  for  the  Army 
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1  environmental  center.    And  tonight  I'd  like  to 

2  demonstrate  to  you  the  format  in  which  we'd  like  to 

3  produce  the  RI  reports,  the  electronic  format. 

4  In  last  month's  meeting  I  passed  around  a 

5  memo  giving  some  information  about  what  we  plan  to  do 

6  and  asked  for  feedback  from  people.    We  thought  it 

7  might  be  helpful  this  time  to  demonstrate  what  it  would 

8  be  like  and  give  a  feel  for  what  it  would  be  like  to 

9  study  the  RI  this  way.    We've  taken  some  actual  parts 

10  of  the  RI  report  and  put  it  into  the  PDF  format  --  that 

11  stands  for  portable  document  format  --  and  I  have  it 

12  loaded  in  the  Acrobat  Reader.    This  is  the  reader 

13  software  that  would  be  distributed  on  the  CD  with  the 

14  RI  report. 

15  I'll  give  you  a  little  tour  of  it  here. 

16  It's  a  Windows  application,  so  a  lot  of  things  look 

17  real  familiar  to  Windows  users.    You  have  printing 

18  capability  and  a  pretty  standard  Windows  type  print 

19  setup.    You  can  copy  and  past  both  text  and  graphics 

20  from  PDF  file  to  the  Windows  clipboard  and  then  on  to 

21  any  other  Windows  application.    Quite  of  bit  of  viewing 

22  capability  here,  and  I'll  show  you  that  on  the  tools 

23  bars,  including  a  go-to-page  function,  and  that  last 

24  page,  next  page  and  so  on. 

25  A  lot  of  zoom  capabilities  which  I'll 
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1  demonstrate  here,  and  standard  Windows  type  options 

2  here.    And  there  is  online  help.    And  the  help  file, 

3  coincidental ly  is  another  PDF  file  in  PDF  format. 

4  Let's  take  a  look  at  the  document  here.  The 

5  way  we're  planning  to  do  this  right  now,  there's 

6  various  levels  of  effort  you  could  go  to,  including 

7  hypertext  in  putting  text  links  into  the  document.  We 

8  have  an  example  of  what  we  plan  to  do,  which  is  in  the 

9  text  part  create  hypertext  links  in  the  table  of 

10  contents  to  the  second  order  of  headings. 

11  So,  for  example,  from  the  table  of  contents 

12  here,  I  could  go  straight  to  the  conclusions  section, 

13  or  back  to  the  beginning,  to  any  of  these  second  order 

14  headings  in  blue.    And  it's  one  of  the  major  advantages 

15  of  the  electronic  format  as  opposed  to  hard  copy, 

16  because  it  is  a  very  large  document.    These  kind  of 

17  type  text  features  and  navigation  features  can  be  more 

18  convenient  than  wrestling  with  60  pounds  of  paper. 

19  Several  different  screening  modes  here;  we 

20  are  in  full  screening  mode.    This  button  turns  on  the 

21  screen  mode  that  shows  bookmarks.    And  what  we  would  do 

22  in  the  final  --  these  are  just  an  example,  but  in  the 

23  final  we  would  have  bookmarks  for  the  beginning  of  each 

24  section  in  the  text,  and  also  in  the  beginning  of  each 

25  section  in  tables,  figures  and  appendixes. 
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1  There  is  another  screen  mode  here  with  thumb 

2  nails,  and  the  thumb  nails  aren't  generated  in  this 

3  example,  but  you  would  see  a  much  reduced  image  of  the 

4  pages  here  and  they  can  help  you  find  your  way  around 

5  too. 

6  There's  a  page  forward  button.    Also  the 

7  standard  Windows  scrolling  features,  you  can  see  that 

8  cursor  in  the  right  margin,  screen  down  and  screen  up. 

9  That  should  be  familiar  with  most  Windows  users,  or  you 

10  can  go  up  a  line  at  a  time  and  down  a  line  at  a  time. 

11  Also  the  page  up  and  page  down  buttons  on  your 

12  keyboard.    Go  to  the  beginning,  go  to  the  end,  various 

13  screen  modes.    This  forces  page  to  put  on  a  screen  so 

14  you  can  quickly  view  through  a  series  of  pages, 

15  whatever  items  to  find  what  you're  looking  for.  We 

16  have  full  size. 

17  One  main  feature  you'll  find  in  the 

18  electronic  version  which  you  don't  get  a  hard  copy  is  a 

19  search  function.    For  example,  if  you're  interested  in 

20  a  particular  contaminant  or  any  particular  terminology, 

21  discussions  associated  with  any  terminology,  for 

22  example  fill,  and  then  the  F3  button  searches  again  for 

23  the  same  thing.    You  note  the  word  "fill"  is 

24  highlighted,  and  you  keep  pressing  F3,  find  all  the 

25  occurrences  of  that  words  or  phrase.    So  that  can  be  a 
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1  real  advance  when  you're  trying  to  focus  on  a 

2  particular  aspect  of  the  site. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Mike,  can  you  search  for 

4  a  combination  of  words  or  just  one  word? 

5  MR.  SCHMIDT:     You  can  put  a  long,  long 

6  phrase.    It  doesn't  have  to  be  one  word.    There  is  also 

7  a  continuous  scrolling  feature  with  the  little  hands. 

8  Notice  it  closes  into  a  fist,  and  you  can  drag  it  down 

9  like  that.    The  ABC  function  here,  copying  text  or 

10  graphics  out  to  another  Windows  application  is  easy  as 

11  highlighting  text  like  this,  going  to  the  edit,  copy. 

12  It  copies  to  the  Windows  clipboard  and  then  you  go  to 

13  another  application  and  paste  it  right  in. 

14  Magnification  zoom.    If  you're  going  a 

15  little  blind  at  night  you  can  get  it  as  targe  as  you 

16  want.    In  a  larger  sense  the  way  we  intend  to  organize 

17  the  document  electronically  is  to  have  the  text  tables 

18  and  figures  in  separate  files.    And  the  idea  is  you  can 

19  use  the  Windowing  function  to  switch  between  the  three. 

20  You  see  the  three  Windows  I  have  open  is  text,  tables 

21  and  figures.    So  if  you're  reading  along  at  the  text 

22  and  there's  a  reference  to  a  table,  you  can  go  up  to 

23  the  Windows  here  and  switch  to  the  tables  version. 

24  And  then  when  we're  done  looking  at  text, 

25  you  go  back  to  Windows  and  get  back  to  text,  scroll 
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1  along  in  the  text,  next  reference  to  the  figure.  You 

2  can  quickly  get  to  the  figures  file.    And  even  then 

3  once  we're  set,  usually  you  study  these  things, 

'  sequences,  table  to  table,  figure  to  figure,  they're 
>ually  this  sequence,  mentioned  in  the  text. 

6  And  the  pan  and  zoom  capabilities  are  very 

7  important.     For  example,  the  937  area  here  you  can 

8  easily  throw  a  rectangle  around  it  and  get  a  nice  close 

9  in,  very  legible  view.    This  happens  to  be  a  map  that 

10  shows  --  as  you  can  see,  that's  quite  legible. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  you're  going  to  tell 

12  us  you  can  click  on  one  of  those  wells  and  the  data. 

13  MR.  SCHMIDT:    I'm  afraid  not.    The  real 

14  break  through  is  it  gives  a  practical  way  to  integrate 

15  the  materials  from  all  the  different  sources  directly 

16  from  word  processing  files,  directly  from  CAD  files, 

17  directly  from  GIS  files  and  material  that  has  to  be 

18  scanned.     For  example,  I  have  a  few  pages  of  appendix 

19  material  at  the  end  of  this  file.    The  most  convenient 

20  way  to  slip  around  between  the  Windows  that  are  open  is 

21  control  tab  function. 

22  Here  I  am  in  text,  tables  and  map  again.  I 

23  tend  to  lean  toward  the  key  word  functions  anyway.  And 

24  here's  some  appendix  material,  just  to  show  how  legible 

25  it  can  be.    It's  really  as  good  as  the  handwriting 
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1  that's  in  it. 

2  Also  the  appearance  of  the  document  on 

3  screen  is,  to  some  extent,  a  function  of  how  good  your 

4  video  is.    The  better  and  higher  resolution,  the  better 

5  it  will  look.    This  is  running  right  now  at  standard 

6  VGA  680  by  480.    And  very  easy  to  scroll.    And  this 

7  setup  will  be  available,  by  the  way,  during  the  break, 

8  if  anyone  wants  to  do  a  little,  hands  on  with  it. 

9  Here's  part  of  a  posting  map.    Looks  better 

10  on  the  big  screen  than  the  small  screen.    Here's  back 

11  to  that  complicated  900  map.    I  picked  this  because 

12  it's  one  of  the  most  complex  maps  that  we  had  in  our 

13  previous  map  set.    Again,  it's  very  easy  to  focus  in  on 

14  any  part  of  the  map  and  get  a  good,  clean  view  of  it. 

15  So  what  we  need  in  order  to  make  this  work 

16  is  to  arrive  at  an  amount  of  necessary  hard  copy  that 

17  will  make  it  equally  practical  and  feasible  to  go  ahead 

18  with  the  electronic  production.    So  we'd  like  feedback 

19  from  everybody.    Would  you  like  to  address  people  on 

20  that,  John? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Yeah.    As  Mike  says,  we 

22  can't  make  everyone  hard  copes  and  everyone  CD  ROM.  We 

23  just  don't  have  the  budget  for  it.    We  would  like  to  do 

24  as  much  in  the  way  of  CD  ROM  as  possible.    We  could 

25  make  literally  a  hundred  copies  of  CD  ROM  and  the 
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1  incremental  cost,  we  could  almost  make  200  copies  for, 

2  not  much  more. 

3  MR.  SCHMIDT:    You  can  get  500  copies  for  the 

4  same  price  as  100  copies. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Right,  where  the  hard 

6  copies  are  considerably  more  expensive.    We  are 

7  thinking  of  having  our  copies  available  at  the 

8  information  repositories,  and  maybe  one  or  two  copies 

9  several  of  the  regulatory  agencies  have  requested,  and 

10  then  what  we  want  to  get  from  you  folks  is  your  feel 

11  for  what  kind  of  --  would  you  be  willing  to  entertain 

12  thoughts  of  getting  a  CD  copy  as  opposed  to  a  hard  copy 

13  with  the  knowledge  that  there  are  hard  copies  available 

14  in  the  information  repository.    So  I  would  just,  at 

15  this  point,  like  to  hear  what  your  thoughts  are. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  one  thought  that 

17  occurs  to  me  is  another  way  to  facilitate  a  hard  copy, 

18  sharing  kind  of  idea,  might  be  to  have  one  or  two 

19  copies  that  could  go  to  the  technical  review  committee, 

20  and  that  might  be  shared  among  people  within  that 

21  committee.    Just  an  idea  I'm  throwing  out. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    One  thing,  like  for 
?"  '"nstance  the  Park  Service,  Brian,  they're  really 

iterested  in  the  standpoint  of  the  hard  copy  of 
25  getting  involved,  one  two  and  three,  which  would  be  the 
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1  text  figures  and  tables.    And  he  doesn't  really  need 

2  the  appendices  which  are  three  volumes  in  themselves  on 

3  hard  copies,  and  he'd  be  willing  to  take  those  in  that 

4  format.    Perhaps  we  could  make  two  copies  available, 

5  text  figures  and  tables  for  you  folks  and  then  the 

6  appendices  on  the  CD  ROM,  something  like  that. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  feedback? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    One  thing,  John,  why 

9  don't  you  just  ask  people  to  sign  on  a  sheet  if  they 

10  have  a  computer  with  a  CD  ROM  and  they  want  electronic 

11  format?    Because  there  are  some  people  on  the  board 

12  that  don't  have  either. 

13  MR.  SCHMIDT:    One  thing,  if  you're  computer 

14  is  on  a  network  and  you  can  make  a  half  a  gigabyte  or 

15  more  room  on  the  network  drive  and  there's  a  CD  drive 

16  anywhere  on  the  network,  you  can  install  it  there  and 

17  read  it  on  computers  that  do  not  have  the  drive. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  think  some  people 

19  might  not  have  access. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Of  the  people  here,  who 

21  would  like  to  see  or  be  willing  to  use  a  CD  ROM  format? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  still  have  some 

23  questions.    One  of  the  issues  for  me  personally  --  and 

24  I  understand  it  was  a  decision  point,  at  least  in  the 

25  e-mail  I  got  from  Mike,  and  that  has  to  do  with  whethp- 
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,idows  or  Windows  and  map  readable.    And  I  would 
^est  that  there  are  people,  if  not  on  board  but  in 

3  che  public,  who  have  Macintosh  machines  and  they  would 

4  like  to  be  able  to  read  the  disk  as  well.    Is  that  a 

5  big  cost  to  make  it  Mac  readable  in  addition  to  DOS 

6  readable? 

7  MR.  SCHMIDT:    No  extra  cost  at  all.    The  CD 

8  is  actually  exactly  the  same.    It's  a  matter  of  the 

9  reader  software.    There  are  a  versions  of  the  reader  in 

10  Windows,  Macintosh  and  Unix,  and  they're  all  free 

11  there.    So  if  there's  enough  interest,  we  would  put 

12  both  versions  on  the  CD  of  the  reader. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Be  there's  no  special 

14  formatting  that  has  to  be  done  on  the  disk? 

15  MR.  SCHMIDT:    It's  same  PDF  file  and  very 

16  same  CD  format. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    And  another  thing,  you 

18  mentioned  a  half  gigabyte  of  memory.    Do  you  anticipate 

19  this  document  altogether  to  be  that  large? 

20  MR.  SCHMIDT:    In  its  entirety  it  would  be 

21  larger  thatn  that.    We're  estimating  right  now  it 

22  wouldn't  fit  on  one  CD  but  two.    So  hopefully  the 

23  second  CD  will  contain  the  appendices. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    The  issue  has  to  do  with 

25  file  availability  on  the  World  Wide  Web.    At  one  time 
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1  it  was  discussed  that  you  could  make  it  available 

2  somehow  through  the  World  Wide  Web.    It  seems  that  if 

3  it  were  as  a  file  itself,  it's  probably  impractical  to 

4  be  able  to  download  500  megs  worth  of  file  over  the 

5  World  Wide  Web. 

6  So  that  would  mean  I  guess  you  would  have  to 

7  have  it  so  it  could  display  on  the  --  as  a  web  page. 

8  Is  that  possible? 

9  MR.  SCHMIDT:    There  is  a  capability  with 

10  this  version  of  the  software;  you  have  to  download  a 

11  free  plug-in  module  for  this  software  to  read  on  web 

12  pages  without  downloading  it.    There  is  a  beta  released 

13  software  that  may  be  final  by  the  time  we  produce  this, 

14  in  which  case  we'll  probably  be  using  that.     It  has  a 

15  number  of  things  optimized  for  reading  things;  for 

16  example,  you  don't  have  to  download  an  entire  PDF  to 

17  read  it.    It  loads  in  small  increments  at  a  time.  I 

18  haven't  actually  tested  it.    It's  a  beta  version,  but 

19  Adobe  promises  it  works  well. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    So  you  will  be  able  to 

21  make  some  version  of  it  available  on  the  web  then? 

22  MR.  APPLING:    We've  been  looking  into  that 

23  possibility.    I've  invited  my  programmer  here.  He 

24  handles  our  web  site.    We  want  to  give  you  some  idea  of 

25  the  magnitude  of  the  work  that's  involved  in  putting  it 
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1  on  the  web.    Mr.  Wilkinson  has  asked  us  to  look  into 

2  exactly  what  is  entailed  in  that  to  see  if  we  could 

3  actually  put  the  whole  document  on  versus  maybe  just 

4  the  executive  summary.    So  it  will  give  them  a  little 

5  idea  what's  involved  with  that. 

6  MR.  APPLING:    I  think  we  kind  of  approached 

7  this  problem  and  we  looked  at  it  from  two  different 

8  angles.    The  first  is  we  could  easily  re-purpose  the 

9  PDF  files  that  were  made  available  if  they  were  first 

10  put  on  CD  ROM,  this  format. 

11  There  are  two  approaches  you  can  take.  You 

12  can  either  go  ahead  and  run  it  over  the  Internet  using 

13  the  plug  in  and  just  read  it  through  Netscape,  or  we 

14  can  break  the  large  PDF  files  into  smaller  PDF  files 

15  and  have  them  arranged  topically  so  that  there  would  be 

16  a  central  search  index  on  the  web  page  where  you  could 

17  search  for  a  specific  topic  and  download  for  PDF. 

18  That  would  probably  be  the  most  labor 

19  unintensive  and  cost  effective  solution.    But  there  is 

20  another  solution  that's  probably  a  little  more  dynamic, 

21  and  that  is  more  along  the  lines  of  what  Mr.  Ball 

22  mentioned,  and  that  is  to  generate  the  pages 

23  dynamically  as  you  go  along.    Without  getting  too 

24  technical,  it  would  be  a  database  that  runs  behind  the 

25  server  that  contains  all  the  information,  all  the 
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1  details  and  maps. 

2  For  the  user,  what  it  would  be,  the 

3  experience  would  be  is  to  just  type  in  a  topic  like  a 

4  particular  site,  and  then  check  what  preferences  they 

5  want.    Like  if  they  want  certain  reports,  maps  or 

6  tables.    And  the  server  on  the  database  automatically 

7  generates  a  HML  page  based  on  that  information.  So 

8  doing  it  that  way  insures  the  reader  or  browser  gets 

9  exactly  what  they  want. 

10  But  it  is  a  lot  more  work.    There  is  a 

11  significant  cost  in  licensing  either  the  technology  or 

12  purchasing  outright  the  software  and  hardware  to 

13  produce  this.    In  this  case  it  would  mainly  be  the 

14  server,  the  database  software.    But  it  has  benefits, 

15  but  it's  much  more  labor  intensive  and  it  is  going  to 

16  be  more  expensive. 

17  We'd  have  to  get  the  information  from  Dames 

18  &  Moore,  so  we  would  not  be  able  to  put  that  up 

19  simultaneously  as  the  report  comes  out.    We're  looking 

20  at  a  two-to-six-week  lag  time. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Further  questions  or 

22  comments  about  this? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  BROWN:     I  appreciate  this  is  a 

24  great  idea  and  I  hope  you  would  talk  to  the  Hunter's 
25"  Point  and  the  RABs,  and  get  them  to  do  the  same  thing. 
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17  set  to  weLl  over  $1  000 

If       OWL       VW"      "»V-  L  L      V  V  V  1        41  1  ^  i 

17 

wai  i    th  i  r\l/    that    nonor* a  1     annr nanh    e ni  mnlo    i  mnLr^hl 

yuu  lu  1 1 in.  Liia  l  yei let  d  i  appi  uacn  bounob  woniauic i 

18                       BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN-     Fnr  thp  hard  rnnv 

■  u                                Lf  vniNL/i  ii_i  i  l>i_  i\    i  vwn  vjf\  1 11  .       rui      Li  ic   iiai  u    uupy  ■ 

18 

1  o 

PflPlI  TTATDD    /COM  •        Aro    thane    an\/  hunninn 

rMuiLiiriiuK  i\.lkn .    Are  tnere  any  Durmng 

19                        MR     STHMTDT"     Riaht     fnr  a  rnmnl ete  cot 

i  *                                rii\a    oL/in  iil>  i  ■       i\iyiiLj     i  ui     a    wunip  iclc    sci  ■ 

10 

i  7 

Ah  l  fl/*t  1  rtho     tn    tho     _  _     i  ihot      Inhn    h*^c*     nAnn    t^l  l/i  nn     aUai  if) 

oDjecLions  to  tne       wnat  jonn  nas  Deen  taiKing  auoutr 

20                         FAfTIITATOR  KFRM-     Uhat'c  the  timina  nn  tho 

t~^J                                i  no  i  l.  i  i  n  i  vr\    rvt-ixii.       ni  la  L    o    (.tic    L  I  HI  1 1 iy    UI  1    L 1 1 C 

RnflPnMPMRPD    RAYTPD-       T    rlnnlt    ho\/o  an 

ouMKUritriDtK  on  a  icK,     i  don  t  nave  an 

21  product i on  of  all  this?    When  do  you  need  to  know? 

21 

nh  i  or  1 1  nn  •    I'd    1  i  ^  p   tn      nnu     imli^p   thp   nitv      T  Hnn't 
UU  J  Cv  LIUll,     1    U    L  1           LU    MIUW,     UI1LIK.C    LilC    C  1  I  y  ,     1    UUll  L 

22                       BOARDMEMBER  BUCK-     We  need  to  know  nrettv 

*—  *—                                             UUni\UI  IL>t]UL>l\     UUulV  ■         WW     1  IvwU      L  \J     M  lUn     LJI  CL  ly 

cc 

noPOCOar*!  iW    uant     1  i  Uo    al  1      tho    ^  i  ni  irfip    nn    nanAr*        Ui  i4>     T  1  m 

i icccbboi  1 1 y  wan l  1 1  K.e  ail  tne  ti gures  on  paper ,  uut  i  m 

2^  snnn     hpraiicp  up  ran         up  uant   tn  etart   artital  1  v 
c-~f   auui  i ,    ucuciuac   wc   Lai  I          wc   Wdi  1 L    LU   oldl  I   at  L  Ua  l 

CO 

sort  of  one  that  I i kes  the  maps  on  paper .    And  I  th i nk 

24  vigorously  pursuing  the  RI  production  phase.    Like  I 

24 

that  would  only  be  a  subset  of  that  volume.    Would  it 

25  said,  we  are  going  to  have  full  sets  in  the  information 

25 

be  possible  to  maybe  break  out  a  little  part  like  that? 
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WLAI\I\     l\i-r  Ul\  1  1  liu     \       \  \J  J     tUU     VI  f  VI VJ                                       1  7 

CLrmrv    RCrUR  1  INu    V     '  O  )    tOO    U  (  UU  £.\i 

T~T    think  the  tah  1  pc  and  o  1 1  i-f -f   rm  1 1  d  hp  r  1  oa  rod  i  in   in  t  ho 

1     1      Llllllrx     L 1  IC     laUICo    at  IU    olUI  1      WUU  L  U    UC    ULCal  CU    UU     111  UlC 

1 

haeo    mane        ki  it     that     i  mi  1 1  r\    hi  a    iihat     T     i  mi  il  rl     |  i  i-n 
Udoc   llldpb ,    UUt    t  Ma  t    WOU  Id   Uc   WDal    1    WOU  lu    I  1  Ke . 

2  comnuter 

i—      LtWIIIUU  L^l  . 

2 

FATTI  TTflTDP   yTPPKI-       T    lennu  up  rlnn '  t   uant  tn 

"HuiLi  ihiuk  N.r_p.iv.     i   rs.nuw  we  uon  t  want  to 

3                       BOARDMEMBER  BUCK-     Wpl  1     virtual Iv  thp 

7 

C  nonrl    a    pint     nf     t  i  ma    hr*ainctnr>min/^    ortni  it     t  h  i  e>        ki  it  Tim 

bper iu  d  b  i  u  l  ut  1 1  uie  ur  a  i  nb t ornn  ng  auou  t  t n  i  s ,  uut  i  m 

4  entire  figures  thing  are  maps,  and  there's  a  lot  of 

4 

viQiial  i  7  i  na  mir  rnrnrnittpp  cittinn  arniind  a  tahl  p  and 
visual  i  4. 1 1  ly  uui    u  uimii  i  l  l  cc  o  i  l  l  i  i  ly  aiuuiiu  a   l  au  i  e ,  aiiu 

5  them      You '  re  aoi na  to  see  with  all   the^e  no«;t i na  mans 

-/     lii^iii.        1  vu    iv^    y  v  1 1  ly     lw                «i  lji    aLL     uiiwow    lvvjo  l  i  i  ly    1 1  la  p^o  ^ 

5 

nrnhahl v   if   up  had   pinht   tn   ton  nonn 1 o   thoro   and  uo'ro 

pi  uuau i y   ii   we  i idu  eiyiii   lu  lci i  peup ie  Liiei  e  diiu  we  i  e 

6  that's  Drobabl  v  our  s  i  na  1  p  hi  aaps  t  evnenQp     riaht  Mi  Icp"? 

w     l  1 1  a  l.     o    lvi  ljlvqlv  i  y     \j  \j  i      oiiiyLw    LviyywoL     CAUUI  low,      i    lyiiL  IllrVW' 

1  not  i  nn    at    tun    mono    —  -     anrl    T     thi  nU    o  nmo    h  a  r*/A    nnn?  oe»    a  r>  a 

luurviny  dL   lwu  nidpb        diiu  l   LriiriK.  bume  Maid  copies  are 

7                      MR     SCHMIDT"     Thev 're  the  most  pxnens i vp  tn 

f                                              llt\.      uLfiil  1  If  1   ■           1  1  Ivy      IW      Luw     IIIV^O  I     C/\UVl  IO  1              L  \J 

7 

nn  i  nn    t  n    hp   dofinito.lv/   tiooftil     on    i.io    nan   h  av/o  a 

yuiiiy  lu  ue  ue  i  1 1 1 1  ie  i  y  ube  iul  bu  we  cdn  ridve  a 

8  reproduce. 

a 
o 

di  en  ico  l  nn 
U  I  bCUbb  1  UI  1 . 

9                       BOARDMEMBER  BUCK*     So  that's  anina  to  hp  a 

J                                              U  \Jr\  fx  L*.  Ill  II  UL.Pt     OKJ  w  rv  >         O  w      LI  id  L     o     y  lJ  J  1  1  y      LU     UC  a 

9 

MD       CrUMTPlT*       Ma\/ho    tho    hoot    th  i  nn    io  tn 

imk .  ocni'iiui  .     nayDc  tne  uest  tning  is  to 

10  bia     thirk  thina     and  there  arp  virtual Iv  al I    mane  in 

iv    u  i  y  /     l,  1 1  i  l-!\    inn  ly  i    ai  ilj    l,i  ici  w    ai  c    vii  luaiiy    a  i  i    niapo     I  1 1 

m 

aooinn    it    tn    tho    main    inotal     at  i  An    n  nmm  ittoo    tn    r^nmo  iin 

dbbiyn  il  lu  ine  iiia  i  n  i  rib  ia  1 1  a  1 1  on  coiiuiu  t  tee  to  come  up 

1 1    there        I   ran1 1   think   n*f   tnn  manv  nthpr   thi  nnc   in  thp 

it     nivi              i    waii    l     l  1 1  i  i  i  in    vi     l  lvlv    inai  i  y    u  li  ici      vi  i  i  I  iy  o     III  Lllw 

1 1 

ui  th     hnu    mt  mh     tntal      har*rl    n  nn\/    i  mi  I  1  rA     nn?i  1  Ivy    no    noorlorl  kv/ 

wi  in  nuw  niucn   LULdi   naru  copy  would  reaiiy  ue  needed  uy 

12  fiaures 

i  w    i  i  y  wf  i  wo  ■ 

tho   fnmmi ttoo  momhoro 

ine  cuiiuiii  iiee  ineiiiuei  b. 

13                     MR    SCHMIDT-     We're  ud  to  almost  500 

Irf                                                    lll\.       Uwlll  U  1/  1    ■           VVW      IW      \-l           LVJ      CJ  L  1 1  two  I.      J  \J  LV 

13 

FAT1I  TTATOR   It'r'PW  -      And    T    thinlc   up   ran  not 
rnv>lLllnlUr\    PvC(\M  ■       Ml  IU    I     Lf  1  1  1  IK.    Wc    Cdll  yei 

14  figures. 

14 

that   har^    tn  vm  i   i  n   a   upp^   nr*  on 
Llldl    UdCK.     LU    yUU     1  TI    d    WccN    Ui  bO. 

15                     BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER"     The  tvne  of  mans  I  like 

i  ~*                                   L»>-/ni\L/i  ■  i —  ■  iul  i\    unn  i  li\i        i  nc    l  y  f-*w    l>  i     iiiol^o    1     l  I 

15 

MP      ^PHMinT"       C  o\y   ni  it    it    nn    thp    anonrla  fnr 

nr\ .  jtmiiu  i  .     ody  pui   il  uri  Liie  dyenud  toi 

1A  arp  blank   that    I   ran  drau  nn      I  i  t'p  that   im  thorp  it 
IU   al  C   uiai  i\    UlaL    l    tall   UI  an    UI  lr     Lllsw    UlaL    UfJ    Lilclw,     1  I 

16 

tho    novt    main     l nrt^ 1 1 atinn  mnntinA 

tne  next  main  installation  meeting. 

1 7  dopsn 1 1  ha  vp  a   Int  nf  Qtiiff  nn  it       Tt    inct  hac  thp 

I  (      UUCOI  1     L     IIOVC     a      L  VJ  <v     VI      OlUI    1      \Jl  1      1  L  ■          XL      J  l_lo  L     llao      L  1  1 W 

17 

MD        ADD!    T  hi  fl  ■         T     i.iniili-l     1  i  l/a    tn    onnm  mono  tho 

pi  ft .  Hrr  l  i  nu  .     i  wou  iu  1 1  K.e  t  o  encourage  tne 

1ft   c^p|ptnn   up  I  I     I  nratinnc    and    ctii-f-f    cn    T    r-an    ehfiu   inn  it- 
lu   oNclcL  UI  I   Wcl  l     LULdl  lUllo    al  IU    sLUTT    oO    1    wall    blfOW    Oil    1  C 

1  8 

RAB  to  utilize  the  information  repository  document. 

19  what   T    uant       Sn  vnu  dnn't  havp  SflD  n-f  thncp? 
17   vti  ia  l    i    wai  i  l  ■      ou   yuu  uui  i    t.   nave   juu   ui     t_  r  i  Use : 

10 

Thnco    nf    \/nif    iihn     parol  \/orl    tho     1  apt     DT     a  nrl    h  a\  /o    t  h  om 

i nube  ot  you  wno  r  ece i veo  tne  lasi  ki  and  nave  tnem 

20                             ROAPriMFMRFP   RMPIt''      Wn      nn     mavhp   nnp  nr  tun 
uU                                   DUMtSLVriCriDCK    DUIN,        nU  t     \\\J  t     illdyUc    uric    Oi  LWO 

sitting  around  somewhere  right  now  collecting  dust  on 

21  Der  site    one  show  i  na  the  we  I  I s  and  another  nnp  chnu i  na 

t»  i     "               i         /     viiw    oiivn  iiiy     vi  iv     rtWLLo    aiiwi    ai  iu  li  i  CI      v/Mw  ollUnlliy 

21 

tho    tnn   nf    thorn      nr    movho   uai  t   i  tcod    thorn    ao    hnnt'  oholv/oc 
Liie   l up  ui    Liiciii,   ui    ina y uc  yuu  uocu   l 1 1 ein  do  uuurv  bi i e i ves 

22  the  bori ng  locat i ons,  samp I e  I ocat i ons .    Yeah,  that 

22 

nr  <inmpth  i  nn     up  havp  nl  ontv  nf   rnnm  tn  ctnrp  dnriimpntc 
ui    &UHIC l 1 1  1 1  ly ,    wc  iiavc  pLctiLy  ui    iuuiii   lu  oiui  c  uucuinet i Lb 

ouLd  be  much  Less  than  the  nostina  mans 

''VJ  li  M      L-fW      1 1  IM  VI  1       L  V  O  O       LI  Iul  1      LI  IV      |JuO  L  Illy      MlaUo  • 

23 

likp  thic        Pc  rioA  i  a  1  1  v  uhon  vni  i'  pp  havinn  a  r  nmm  i  ttoo 
i  i  nc   l  1 1  i  o  .      LspcL  i  a  i  i  y  wi  ici  i  yuu   ic  iiaviiiy  d  cuiibii  i  l  Lee 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    That  would  be  suitable 

24 

meeting,  usually  somebody  from  my  staff  or  somebody 

25  for  me,  and  I  don't  know  about  others  to  use  them  as 

25 

else  attends  these  meetings,  we  could  bring  the  whole 
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il  out  for  you.    You  wouldn't  have  to  cart 
This  is  an  opportunity  for  us  to  save 
rtnd  I  think  if  we  work  together  on  this  and  try 

4  v       ,lize  things  like  the  information  repository,  it 

5  would  be  easier  for  all  of  us. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    That  in  combination  with 

7  the  hard  copies  we'll  provide. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Maybe  the  hybrid 

9  copies,  I  was  thinking  in  order  for  us  to  go  through 

10  them  it's  nice  to  have  an  outline  or  thumb  nail  so  when 

11  we  are  using  the  computer  we  can  flip  through  it  and  be 

12  able  to  take  notes.    In  other  words,  to  give  us  an 

13  outline  to  take  notes  with  and  that  having  a  couple 

14  maps  here  so  we  can  --  what  work  we  can  do  gathering 

15  the  information  from  the  RI  work,  actually  put  it  into 

16  something  you  don't  have  to  turn  your  computer  on  to  go 

17  and  talk  to  other  members  to  --  to  someone  you're 

18  discussing  the  RI. 

19  In  other,  words  make  it  useful.    You  still 

20  have  to  take  notes.    And  that  may  be  a  way  to  do  it,  is 

21  to  have  a  rough  outline,  a  very  brief  one,  but  give  you 

22  sort  of  a  stepping  off  point  for  discussion. 

23  MR.  SCHMIDT:    Something  occurs  to  me  now 

24  that  you  say  that.    It  might  be  extremely  easy  for  us 

25  to  provide  say  an  ASCII  format  of  the  table  of  contents 
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1  on  the  CD  that  you  could  copy  onto  your  system,  put  it 

2  into  your  word  processor  and  make  your  notes  off  the 

3  table  of  contents. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Yeah,  it's  something 

5  to  have  while  you're  going  through. 

6  MR.  SCHMIDT:    Make  notes  under  the  heading 

7  of  the  section  you're  in. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEORY:    Also  a  type  of  road 

9  map  you  could  use  as  well.    If  you're  used  to  using 

10  your  pen  and  pointing  with  arrows  and  so  forth,  but 

11  that  wouldn't  be  the  huge  document. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  got  a  copy  of  a  portion 

13  of  the  document  from  Mike  at  the  last  RAB  meeting  and  I 

14  was  playing  around  with  it,  and  you  can  easily  print 

15  the  figures,  for  instance.    And  I  think  Mike 

16  acknowledged  there  was  a  problem  with  the  version  he 

17  gave  out  last  time,  that  the  colors  were  a  little 

18  light.    And  so  when  you  printed  them  out  on  laser 

19  writing  you  got  a  lot  of  gray  scales  that  didn't  come 

20  through.    But  I  think  you  said  you  were  going  to  fix 

21  that. 

22  In  any  event,  the  point  is  you  can  print 

23  these  figures  and  they  scale  them  down  one  page  or  you 

24  can  ask  it  to  scale  down  one  page.    You  might  not  have 

25  the  full  fold  out  color  figure,  but  you  have  the 
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1  version  of  the  figure  that  you  can  make  notes  on  and 

2  work  from  that;  might  be  easier  to  make  notes  on  if 

3  it's  a  black  and  white  figure  as  opposed  to  color 

4  figures  with  all  the  buildings  and  everything. 

5  So  I  was  thinking,  you  know,  even  if  you  do 

6  need  to  work  with  hard  copy  figures,  it's  very  easy  to 

7  make  a  hard  copy  from  the  file  I  found.    They  came  out 

8  quite  well.    Just  a  point  of  information. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments?  We'll 

10  take  that  to  the  committee  meeting  then  and  get  word 

11  back  to  you  after  that  meeting. 

12  MR. ' SCHMIDT:    Do  you  know  when  the  next 

13  meeting  is? 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:     In  two  weeks.    Thanks  for 

15  that  presentation.    Next  item,  UVB  treatment  system.  I 

16  think  I  have  the  word  from  John  that  his  voice  is 

17  ailing  a  bit,  so  Mike  is  going  to  handle  it. 

18  MR.  SCHMIDT:    This  item  came  up  last  month 

19  also,  and  a  question  of  the  UVB  system  is  not  effective 

20  and  effective  enough  to  treat  the  problem  there;  what 

21  are  we  planning  to  do.    And  the  937  site's  going  to  be 

22  reevaluated  with  the  FS,  next  time  FS  is  issued. 

23  And  we  just  basically  go  through  the  FS 

24  process.    We'll  consider  what  ARARs  may  apply.  We'll 

25  screen  a  list  of  candidates,  alternatives  including  no 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700  24 

1  action,  institutional  controls,  groundwater  extraction 

2  and  treatment,  and  this  institute  bioremediation.  So 

3  the  937  site  is  basically  going  to  go  through  the  FS 

4  process  to  find  an  alternative.    The  UVB  system 

5  probably  will  not  be  selected  in  a  revaluation  because 

6  it  has  not  proven  itself  so  far. 

7  The  tracer  dye  testing  that's  been  going  on 

8  there,  we  recently  took  a  round  of  charcoal  packet 

9  samples  for  the  tracer  dye  close  in  to  the  UVB  and 

10  those  results  are  not  yet  in.     It's  pretty  unlikely 

11  that  that  would  change  the  conclusion  on  the 

12  effectiveness  on  the  UVB  though. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Just  a  question,  is  the 

14  order  still  in  place  on  that  site,  and  if  so  how  does 

15  that  play  into  not  having  your  interim  action  role? 

16  MR.  SCHMIDT:    We're  kind  of  reassessing 

17  right  now  whether  the  requirements  of  the  order  have 

18  been  fulfilled  or  not.    You  know,  1  can't  really 

19  reiterate  the  entire  order  off  the  bat  here,  but  in 

20  response  to  the  order,  the  tanks  were  excavated;  a 

21  large  amount  of  source  material  was  removed;  the 

22  monitoring  was  brought  up  to  speed  with  what  the  order 

23  required;  and  the  UVB  system  was  installed  also  in 

24  response  to  the  order.    So  at  least  an  attempt  at 

25  active  remediation  has  been  made  there. 
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1                   BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Are  you  going  to  be 

1 

summer. 

2  discussing  with  the  water  board  other  interim  actions 

2 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments  or 

3  before  you  come  to  a  final  solution  would  be 

3  questions?    We'll  go  on  to  the  next  item.    Director  of 

ipropriate? 

4  engineering  and  housing  area,  would  that  be  Brian  or 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  think  we'll  bring  it  up 

5 

Roberta? 

6  with  Rich  to  see  what  his  feelings  are.    I  think  at 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  want  to  give  a  little 

7  this  stage  I'm  pretty  sure  his  thoughts  would  be  to  go 

7  introduction  to  his  presentation,  just  to  know  a  couple 

8  through  with  this  process  and  evaluate  what 

8 

of  the  important  things  that  transpired  since  our  last 

9  alternatives  we  --  what  we  should  proceed  with. 

9 

RAB  meeting,  and  that  is  as  everyone  must  be  fully 

10                   BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  if  we  wait  until  the 

10 

aware,  that  the  trust  legislation  was  passed  by 

11  FS  to  addresses  this  pollution  going  out  to  the  bay  a 

11 

Congress,  and  Bob  Chandler  was  here  several  meetings 

12  year  or  two  years  down  the  road,  do  you  do  you  think 

12 

ago  to  talk  about  what  that  means  and  what  that 

13  you'd  get  something  in? 

13 

legislation  is,  so  I  won't  go  into  that. 

14                   BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  think  the  it's  pretty 

14 

Just  to  say  it  will  be  our  intention  to 

15  stagnant  as  far  as  stuff  going  towards  the  bay.  In 

15 

continue  our  involvement  in  the  Army's  remediation 

16  light  of  that  and  in  knowing  how  rapidly  things  occur, 

16 

program,  and  then  when  the  trust  is  up  and  running  -- 

17  I  think  we  would  still  need  to  go  through  our 

17  and  we  don't  really  know  how  long  that  will  be;  it 

18  evaluation  of  alternatives,  in  any  event.    So  I  don't 

18 

could  be  a  year  from  now.    Then  we'll  see  where  things 

19  know  how  much  --  how  quick  it  would  be  in  any  event  in 

19 

go  from  there  in  terms  of  whether  it  wants  to  continue 

20  the  program  we  have  laid  out  to  proceed  at  this  stage. 

20 

to  the  Park  Service  until  that  or  other  people,  but  it 

21  at  this  location. 

21 

has  the  authority  within  the  legislation  to  have 

22                   BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  guess  I'm  asking  will 

22 

declarations  with  regulatory  agencies  on  the 

23  it  be  four  years  before  you  go  through  the  FS  process? 

23 

environmental  issues.    But  for  now  we're  concerned  in 

24  Three  years?    Do  you  have  any  kind  of  sense? 

24 

our  current  mode. 

25                  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We're  shooting  for  this 

25 

And  the  second  major  point  is  the  Crissy 
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1  Field  plan,  we  also  pointed  out  to  you  that  Nancy 

1 

That  was  very  useful  and  educational,  and  we 

2  Horner  presented  at  the  meeting  with  Bob  Chandler;  that 

*> 

c 

u  1  bcusseu  wi  in  nun  ine  toncci  nts  wc  iiau  auuui  liic 

3  plan  has  passed  and  finalized.    So  we're  excited  about 

J 

-ar-Jdr-ti  i-a /-» \/    nf    f  (  infl  f           an<H    naroco  i          **!■£    £i  YnfliH  f  t"  f  riff  fho 

duc^Uauy  ur   Turiuiriy  cinu  i  ict-cbo  i  ty  ur  cApcu  ii.tr  ly  u  ic 

4  that.    And  the  Crissy  Field  part  of  the  Presidio  does 

4 

Hf^r  i  q i  on- mak  i  na  f  or  r  1  pani in  on  Tr l          Field  He 

5  remain  in  the  Park  Service's  plans,  so  it  plans  to 

6  implement  change  in  the  field,  there  won't  be  any 

6 

requirements  for  the  cleanup  for  Crissy  Field  in 

7  change  in  that  regard. 

7 

writing,  which  we  are  in  the  process  of  doing. 

8                 Another  thing  that  has  happened  that's 

8 

The  other  thing,  we  met  with  the  new 

9  really  good  for  the  Crissy  Field  plan  is  something  the 

9 

Colonial  for  the  Sacramento  district,  Colonial  Classy, 

10  National  Golden  Gate  Park  Association  has  been  involved 

10 

the  first  woman  colonial  I've  had  the  pleasure  of 

11  with  is  negotiating  this  for  approximately  three 

11 

working  with,  and  did  the  same  with  her;  we  went  over 

12  million  dollars  contribution  to  the  wetlands  for  Crissy 

12 

the  planning,  funding  and  scheduling  so  that  the 

13  Field. 

13 

Sacramento  district,  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 

14                   And  along  the  lines  of  Crissy  Field 

14 

installation  comments,  that  the  Army  would  have  a  full 

15  activities,  the  Park  Service  has  been  continuing  in  its 

15 

understanding  of  what  we  are  trying  to  accomplish. 

16  efforts  to  work  with  the  Army  to  address  issues  related 

16 

And  she  was  very  --  she  thought  it  was 

17  to  the  funding  and  scheduling  of  cleanup  actions 

17 

really  great,  the  plan,  she  thought  it  looked  really 

18  necessary  in  order  for  us  to  implement  that  plan  within 

18 

like  a  great  idea  and  all,  and  she  basically  wanted  to 

19  the  time  frame  we  intend,  which  is  the  spring  of  1998. 

19 

get  back  to  us  and  talk  to  us  further  about  some  of  the 

20  And  we  have  done  a  couple  things.    We  went  up  to  Fort 

20 

funding  comments  the  Army  had.    We  have  further 

21  Lewis,  Bob  Chandler,  Brian  O'Neil  and  myself,  Nancy 

21 

meetings  set  up  to  discuss  that  topic.    This  is  kind  of 

22  Warner,  and  met  with  Colonial  Eagan,  and  presented  the 

22 

a  lead  up  into  Brian's  going  over  what  we've  been 

'an  to  him  formally  the  same  way  Nancy  presented  it  to 

23 

trying  to  do  at  the  DEH  yard,  which  is  take  a  piece  of 

,-rad,  so  he  would  have  a  clear  understanding  of  what  we 

24 

the  Crissy  Field  cleanup  and  see  if  we  can  work  on 

25  intend  to  do. 

25 

expedited  decision  making  for  it.    As  everyone  knows. 
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t  been  working  on  that  for  some  time,  so  I  think 

2  . 'II  let  him  go  over  what's  been  going  on. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    As  Robert  said,  the 

4  objective  we're  trying  to  accomplish  that  was  set  out 

5  at  the  beginning  of  the  summer  was  to  explore  and 

6  develop  a  way  to  expedite  work  along  Crissy  Field  such 

7  that  its  performance  --  cleanup  performance  prior  to 

8  the  restoration  activities.    So  we're  looking  at 

9  performing  the  summer  of  '98  as  part  of  the  Crissy 

10  Field  plan. 

11  Right  now  if  you  look  at  the  schedule,  it's 

12  close.    So  if  there  is  any  more,  short  of  the  overall 

13  base  wide  RS  --  if  there  is  any  additional  delays,  it 

14  wouldn't  work  out  for  the  timing,  and  the 

15  implementation  of  the  Crissy  Field  could  be  delayed. 

16  So  that's  where  our  motivation  is. 

17  We  started  DEH,  which  for  those  of  you  may 

18  not  be  familiar  where  that  is,  it's  in  the  northeast 

19  corner  of  the  Presidio  on  your  right  as  you  enter  the 

20  marina  gate,  one  of  the  technically  simpler  areas  of 

21  the  Presidio.    It  is  on  Crissy  Field.    And  the  idea  is 

22  being  instead  of  tapping  the  hardest  spot  to  expedite, 

23  to  try  to  work  through  processes,  procedures  that 

24  seemed  to  work  and  how  we  could  learn  from  a  similar 

25  project  and  explore  other  ways  to  expedite  the  rest  of 
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1  remedial  and  removal  programs  as  well  as  remedial 

2  actions  under  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 

3  Control . 

4  It's  likely  different  when  you  look  at  the 

5  requirements,  when  you  look  at  the  Regional  Water 

6  Control  Board,  generally  the  first  thing  you  do  is 

7  identify  and  describe  the  problem,  what  the 

8  contamination  is,  what  you're  trying  to  fix,  if  you 

9  need  to  fix  it.    That's  equivalent  to  the  remedial 

10  investigation. 

11  Then  you  look  at  what  you  can  do  about  it. 

12  You  evaluate  the  alternatives  both  under  the  removal 

13  program,  which  is  an  acronym  for  this  process  is  an 

14  EECA,  engineering  evaluation  and  cost  analysis,  or  the 

15  feasibility  study  under  the  remedial  program  looks  at 

16  the  alternatives  developed,  what  you  can  do  and  takes  a 

17  set  of  criteria.    Often  for  the  feasibility  study  it's 

18  called  the  nine  criteria  because  the  NCP  outlines  nine 

19  factors  which  all  alternatives  are  compared  against. 

20  They're  similar  for  the  removal  program,  but  not  the 

21  same  exact  criteria. 

22  From  that  evaluation  a  proposal  is  made, 

23  which  one  is  best.    That  bring  us  these  criteria  and 

24  screening  against  those.    At  that  point  is  where 

25  community  members,  yourselves  and  other  interested 
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1  Crissy  Field. 

2  Before  I  get  where  we  are  with  the  DEH  -- 

3  and  I'll  call  it  a  decision  document  for  now;  I  think 

4  it  will  become  clear  later  --  I  want  to  go  back  over 

5  some  of  the  processes  that  exist  within  Superfund.  And 

6  we've  been  here  talking  about  doing  a  remedial 

7  investigation,  a  feasibility  study,  a  produced  plan  and 

8  record  of  decision.    And  that's  the  standard 

9.  traditional  way,  and  it's  what's  laid  out  in  the  NCP  or 

10  national  contingency  plan. 

11  But  there's  flexibility  in  that  process. 

12  For  those  of  you  that  follow  Superfund,  there  is  a  lot 

13  of  criticism  of  EPA  perceived  my  many  inside,  outside 

14  the  agency,  very  slow  and  burdensome.    And  there's  a 

15  complicated  set  of  step-wise  procedures  there  to 

16  follow,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  work  within  EPA  to  try  to 

17  streamline  that  process  and  explore  and  develop  the 

18  flexibility  that  exists  within  it  on  the  current  laws, 

19  guidance  and  regulations. 

20  So  to  help  you  understand  what  the  basic 

21  steps  are,  I'm  going  to  try  to  avoid  the  terms  we're 

22  all  familiar  with  and  use  more  common  terms.    And  I'll 

23  relate  them  to  the  terms  you're  familiar  with.    Most  of 

24  the  procedures  follow  four  basic  steps.    This  would  be 

25  for  both  federal  cleanup  activities  under  the  Superfund 
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1  parties  comment  on  the  process.    And  that's  the 

2  typically  required  point,  as  you  know;  it's  common  to 

3  get  involved  in  the  overall  process  but  that's  really 

4  the  crux  of  the  creative  decision-making  activity.  So 

5  you  put  out  the  position  plan,  what  you're  doing,  a 

6  traditional  termed  RITS  and  a  decision  is  made 

7  factoring  in.    And  of  the  nine  criteria,  state  and 

8  community  acceptance  are  two  of  the  nine  criteria. 

9  I  wanted  to  lay  that  out  because  at  DEH 

10  we're  to  the  trying  to  avoid  those  steps.    We're  still 

11  trying  to  do  them,  but  they'll  have  different  names. 

12  We'll  still  identify  problems,  evaluate  alternatives, 

13  propose  and  elicit  comments  and  review  of  those 

14  proposals,  and  then  a  decision  will  be  made.    The  goal 

15  of  this  whole  project  X  to  get  DEH  and  the  rest  of  the 

16  Crissy  Field  to  a  point  where  construction  activities 

17  can  go  on. 

18  So  one  of  the  things  we'll  talk  about  later 

19  is  under  the  remedial  program  and  under  some  of  the 

20  remedial  programs  there  is  more  of  an  interim 

21  possibility,  a  first  step.    It  may  or  may  not  be  the 

22  all  the  way  final  step.    And  what's  important  to  look 

23  through  is  what  your  opportunity  is  to  revisit  the 

24  issue  if  you  make  a  final  step  as  your  first  step. 

25  The  other  side  is  if  your  step  isn't  big 
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1  enough.    If  you  make  an  interim  step  --  and  in  this 

2  case  the  park  does  restoration  if  additional  steps  need 

3  to  be  taken,  how  would  that  be  done.    Would  the 

<?tlands  have  to  be  removed  to  do  additional 
jstoration?    So  that's  part  of  --  and  I'm 

6  over-simplifying.    It's  much  more  subtle  than  I  made 

7  out  to  be,  but  that's  part  of  the  process  that  has  to 

8  go  on,  what  sort  of  phases  this  process  will  come  from 

9  and  finality  and  inner  nature  of  it,  and  how  it  will 

10  get  implemented. 

11  And  I  think  the  next  agenda  Tim  will  go  into 

12  more  detail  on  that,  but  I  wanted  to  set  the  stage.  I 

13  will  also  encourage  you  all  to  ask  questions,  because 

14  I'm  going  through  this  fast.    There  is  a  lot  of 

15  subtleties  to  this.    And  I'm  trying  not  to 

16  over-simplify  the  point  of  removing  all  the  subtlety, 

17  but  I  did  not  want  to  bore  you  and  put  you  all  to  sleep 

18  tonight. 

19  At  the  DEH,  I  won't  call  it  removal  program 

20  or  remedial  program,  we've  formed  a  working  group  which 

21  is  representation  of  some  of  the  RAB  members, 

22  regulators,  and  Army  and  Park  Service.    The  first  thing 

23  we  did  is  looked  at  what  data  exists,  what  was  the 

24  problem  that  assessed  as  DEH,  contamination,  where  was 

25  it,  and  tried  to  create  some  hypothesis  of  why  was  it 
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1  such  that  we  could  understand  it.    And  then  we  as  a 

2  group  developed  what  the  range  of  alternatives  might  be 

3  to  address  this  contamination. 

4  Required  under  the  NCP,  we  tooked  at  the  no 

5  action  alternative.    What  if  you  just  walked  away? 

6  That  forms  the  baseline.    That's  the  simplest, 

7  generally  no  cost  alternative.    If  there  is  a  problem, 

8  generally  that's  not  an  acceptable  alternative,  but 

9  it's  something  you  have  to  look  at  to  see  what  you're 

10  get  into.    So  that  was  the  first  alternative  we 

11  identified  and  labled  this  the  draft  document. 

12  The  second  alternative  --  and  these 

13  generally  get  more  complicated  or  more  aggressive  in 

14  their  approach,  and  that's  traditionalal  but  not 

15  necessary  in  the  development  of  alternatives.  The 

16  second  alternative  would  be  site  control  and  some 

17  service  stabilization  or  protection.    That  would  be  a 

18  fence  around  the  area  and  some  sort  of  material  to 

19  reduce  erosion  of  any  surface  contamination.  The 

20  general  problem  at  DEH  is  that  there  are  inorganic 

21  materials,  primarily  viewed  as  lead,  surface  and 

22  shal low  soi Is. 

23  There  is  also  some  low  levels  of  groundwater 

24  contamination  at  places  within  the  DEH  in  some  cases  by 

25  lead,  in  other  cases  DCE,  which  is  an  organic  solvent. 
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T  Alternative  two  would  not  do  any  action  to  address  the 

2  groundwater,  and  of  course  alternative  1,  no  action, 

3  would  not  do  any  action  to  address  the  groundwater. 

4  Alternative  there  --  and  this  is  where  it 

5  gets  more  complicated  --  would  be  to  attack 

6  contaminated  soils  which  exist  or  are  known  to  be  above 

7  the  groundwater  table,  which  is  at  about  five  feet,  and 

8  remove  those  for  off-site  disposal.    After  that  the 

9  alternative  has  three  subalternati ves.    One  would  be  to 

10  take  no  additional  action  to  address  groundwater.  The 

11  other  would  be  to  allow  and  monitor  the  natural 

12  processes  that  go  on  which  might  reduce  the 

13  contamination.    This  is  similar  to  natural  attenuation, 

14  in  this  case  particularly  for  an  inorganic  like  lead 

15  which  is  not  viable  for  the  public  to  eat.    So  that 

16  would  be  alternative  3B. 

17  Alternative  3C,  again,  is  to  remove  the 

18  contaminated  soil  above  the  groundwater  and  to 

19  construct  out  of  a  clay-like  material  a  curtain, 

20  subsurface  curtain  around  the  contamination  to  prevent 

21  or  reduce  its  ability  to  migrate  from  where  it  exists. 

22  Alternative  4,  which  is  technically  the  most 
qgressive  alternative,  is  to  remove  all  of  the 
ontamination  both  above  and  below  the  groundwater 

25  that's  in  the  soil  to  an  action  level,  and  then  that 
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1  again  has  three  subalternatives.    The  first 

2  subalternati ve  would  be  to  take  no  further  action  to 

3  deal  with  groundwater.    The  second  would  be  to  monitor 

4  and  observe  the  natural  processes  which  might  go  on 

5  which  would  reduce  the  contaminant  levels,  the  criteria 

6  which  are  determined.    And  the  fourth  is  to  reduce  the 

7  contaminant  levels  in  the  groundwater  through  active 

8  extraction  and  above-ground  treatment  and  disposal  of 

9  the  groundwater.    That  is  called  a  pump  and  treat 

10  alternative. 

11  So  these  were  the  expressed  ranges  of 

12  alternatives.    So  what  the  group  has  done  after 

13  flushing  out  the  details  of  those  sort  of  alternatives, 

14  which  is  still  going  on,  is  to  hold  each  of  these 

15  alternatives,  you  know  to  the  nine  criteria.    Let  me 

16  give  you  some  idea  of  those  nine  criteria,  and  I'll 

17  read  through  them  quickly. 

18  If  there  are  questions  or  off-line 

19  discussions,  we'd  be  more  than  happy  to  work  through 

20  what  the  subcomponents  of  these  are.    But  they  are 

21  overall  protection  of  human  health  and  the  environment, 

22  compliance  with  ARARs  which  are  state,  local  and 

23  federal  standards  which  are  applicable,  relevant  or 

24  appropriate,  long-term  effectiveness  of  permanent 

25  reduction  of  toxicity,  mobility  or  volume  through 
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.atment,  short-term  effectiveness,  imptementabi I ity, 

2  _ost,  and  state  acceptance. 

3  In  California,  the  Department  of  Toxic 

4  Substances  Control  identifies  six  additional  criteria 

5  to  be  considered  for  their  processes.    Trying  to  be 

6  flexible  in  this  document  we've  included  a  discussion 

7  of  the  alternatives  against  those  criteria  as  well,  and 

8  those  are  not  quite  as  short  and  discrete  as  the 

9  terminology  for  the  NCP.    And  I'll  try  to  paraphrase 

10  those  down,  and  I  will  probably  not  do  it  appropriate 

11  justice. 

12  Health  and  safety  risks  imposed  by  the 

13  conditions  of  site,  effect  of  contamination  and  uses  of 

14  resources.    The  next  of  the  alternatives  remedial 

15  action  measures  and  reasonable  availability  of 

16  groundwater  resources,  site  specific  characteristics, 

17  cost  effectiveness  of  the  alternative  and  potential 

18  environmental  impact  of  the  alternative,  remedial 

19  action  measures. 

20  These  are  similar  in  concept  to  the  NCPs,  so 

21  they're  not  brand  new  totally  different  types  of 

22  criteria.    The  work  group  is  continuing  to  evaluate 

23  these  things  to  develop  the  cost  of  the  different 

24  measures,  to  flush  out  the  details  and  what  different 

25  measures  are  so  that  when  it  comes  to  a  point  of 
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1  putting  a  document  into  the  public  arena  for  review  and 

2  comment,  it's  pretty  self  evident  to  the  alternative. 

3  And  you  can  read  about  it.     It  won't  be  an  engineering 

4  plan,  but  it  will  hopefully  capture  the  concept  of  the 

5  alternative.    It  has  to  be  flushed  out  in  a  fair  amount 

6  of  detail  such  that  the  cost  can  be  reasonably 

7  estimated.    EPA's  guidance  that's  the  estimated  cost  be 

8  plus  30  or  minus  35  percent  of  the  probable  actual 

9  cost,  it's  not  a  highly  accurate  estimate,  but  it  gives 

10  you  an  idea. 

11  To  give  you  some  idea  right  now  for  what 

12  this  range  of  alternatives  costs  --  and  this  would  be 

13  the  30-year  present  worth  using  a  5%  discount  rate,  the 

14  range  is  zero  for  the  no  action;  the  next  one  is  about 

15  one  point  three  million  dollars;  the  highest  cost  one 

16  is  about  seven  point  two  million.    When  this  document 

17  comes  out  for  public  review,  the  numbers  will  be 

18  different  because  it's  still  going  through  a 

19  development  process.    It  just  gives  you  some  idea  of 

20  the  broad  concept  of  the  alternatives. 

21  I  have  the  information  here  as  it  exists 

22  today.    I'd  be  more  than  happy  to  discuss  it  at  the 

23  committee  meetings  in  two  weeks,  tonight  during  the 

24  break  or  at  the  meeting,  entertain  specifics  as  to 

25  what's  involved  and  what  these  details  are.    I'm  not 
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1  sure  that  --  and  in  you  do,  I'll  be  happy  to  go  over 

2  them  at  the  big  meeting  what  the  details  are  that  I 

3  have  as  it  exists  today,  which  is  not  all  the  details. 

4  I  think  at  this  point  --  there's  several 

5  things  I  haven't  gone  over,  which  I  think  will  come  out 

6  later  as  we  go  through,  on  the  next  agenda  item.  I'll 

7  open  it  up  to  questions,  and  at  some  point  we'll  give 

8  it  over  to  Jan  and  Mark  to  continue. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    This  document  you've 

10  developed  now,  would  that  fall  into  your  identifying 

11  phase,  EECA? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    On  its  cuff  and 

13  where  it  fits  into  it  is  an  evaluation  of  alternatives, 

14  so  that  would  be  analogous    to  the  feasibility  study. 

15  So  it  develops  the  criteria  and  proposed  one  for 

16  comment  which  would  be  equivalent  to  the  proposed  plan. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    A  fol low-up  question 

18  I  had  was  wouldn't  the  no  action  alternative  --  it 

19  wouldn't  survive  the  nine  criteria,  would  it? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Well,  none  seldom 

21  anyway  do  --  any  remedies  can  wear  against  all 

22  criteria.    Typically  no  action  doesn't  score  well 

23  against  any  of  the  criteria.    In  some  cases  it  does 

24  score  higher  than  some  of  the  engineering  criteria  I 

25  had.    An  example  might  be  a  site  where  you  have  a 
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1  particularly  volatile,  nasty  contaminant  and  your 

2  alternative  of  excavating  it  might  release  a  lot  of  it 

3  into  the  air.    So  your  short-term  exposures  might  be 

4  higher  under  an  engineer's  alternative.    But  it  might 

5  score  well  for  long-term. 

6  So  that's  part  of  the  language.    It's  not  a 

7  hard  science.    I  think  it's  helpful  that  RAB  members 

8  are  participating,  that  we  have  these  series  of 

9  opportunities  to  discuss  it,  because  it  can  be 

10  subjective.    And  it's  important  the  understandings  be 

11  communicated  back  and  forth  so  that  citizens  and  other 

12  interested  parties  are  incorporated  and  reflected  and 

13  everyone  understands  it.    There  isn't  often  a  perfect 

14  alternative.     If  there  were,  it  would  be  easy. 

15  One  other  thing  I  wanted  to  talk  about  is 

16  generally  what's  going  to  happen.    We're  going  to 

17  continue  to  work  on  this  document  through  the  working 

18  group  as  part  of  that  process.    Cleanup  levels  will  be 

19  discussed  and  proposed.    Those  may  be  either  of  an 

20  interim  or  final  nature,  and  that's  what  we'll  talk 

21  about  as  we  talk  about  what  we  end  up  calling  this 

22  document  and  what  the  regulatory  subtleties  and 

23  explicit  nature  of  those  terms  mean. 

24  But  generally  we're  looking  at  in  the  next 

25  couple  of  months  having  a  document  out  for  public 
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1  review.    We  are  anticipating  that  there  be  a  30-day 

2  review  process  during  which  one  of  these  RAB  meetings 

3  would  occur,  at  which  point  that  would  be  the 

iportunity  to  receive  public  comment  and  adding  the 
iscussion  on  the  document. 

6  I  don't  want  to  give  you  a  firm  commitment 

7  right  now  as  to  when  this  will  occur.    There's  too  many 

8  issues  we're  still  trying  to  flush  out  and  talk  about 

9  that  I  can't  say  it  will  be  the  1st  or  15th  of 

10  November.    We  also  have  a  lot  of  holidays  coming  up, 

11  and  trying  to  be  sensitive  that  two  of  your  four  weeks 

12  aren't  taken  up  by  personal  vacations  or  holiday 

13  season,  but  at  the  same  time  we  want  to  get  out  to 

14  Crissy  Field  and  get  the  cleanup  done  prior  to  1998 

15  when  the  restoration  work  will  begin.    So  it's  a 

16  balancing  act. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I'm  still  a  bit  confused 

18  about  the  process,  and  I'm  wondering  to  what  extent 

19  this  might  be  opening  a  can  of  worms,  to  what  extent  is 

20  the  process  dictated  by  these  CERCLA-type  regulations 

21  around  the  program,  and  to  what  extent  do  we  have 

22  flexibility?    Does  the  program  have  flexibility  to  call 

23  these  documents  other  things,  or  does  it  have  to  be  an 

24  EECA,  ROD  or  these  things?    Are  our  hands  tied? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    A  little  bit.  At 
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1  some  point  we're  going  to  need  to  focus  on  whether  this 

2  is  an  interim  or  final  cleanup.    Within  that  there  will 

3  be  terms  EECA,  RAB  or  ROD,  EECA  being  an  interim 

4  nature.    There  are  final  and  interim  RODs.    RODs  aren't 

5  all  the  same.    They  don't  all  have  the  same 

6  flexibility.    Some  are  very  nonprescriptive. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I  think  the  fundamental 

8  answer  is  there  is  flexibility.    I'm  not  sure  how  much 

9  flexibility  you're  thinking  of. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    Do  these  regulations 

11  specifically  apply  or  we're  using  them  as  a  model 

12  program? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Can  I  add  to  the 

14  response?    Basically  this  facility  is  not  a  federal 

15  facility.    Steady  regulations,  you  know,  must  apply. 

16  And  we're  not  flexible  with  regard  to  how  we  name  the 

17  documents,  but  since  this  is  a  facility  we  are  flexible 

18  and  sensitive  to  a  point  where  the  Army  has  to  comply 

19  with  method  as  well  as  state  regulations. 

20  So  in  this  process  we  are  trying  to  meet  all 

21  the  requirements  from  both  state  and  federal.    So  we're 

22  flexible  to  call  it  whatever  document  we  are,  but  if 

23  it's  going  to  be  an  interim  action,  it's  an  interim 

24  action  or  EECA.    And  if  it's  a  final  remedy  it's  going 

25  to  be  an  interm  action  plan  and  record  of  production. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I  think,  at  least  this 

2  is  my  interpretation,  that  even  if  you  call  it  an 

3  interim  it  can  be  a  final;  you  could  do  the  EECA,  it 

4  could  be  a  final;  or  you  can  do  a  RAB  and  ROD. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think  it's 

6  important  there  isn't  a  right  answer.    There  is  a  lot 

7  of  options.    No  one  of  them  is  ideally  suited.  They 

8  all  have  incidents;  they  all  have  different  advantages. 

9  We  all  won't  agree  on  what  those  advantages  and 

10  disadvantages  are.    I  think  that's  an  important  step. 

11  There  isn't  a  written  down  answer  here.    We  can't  go  to 

12  the  book  and  say  this  is  a  RAB;  no  question.    So,  we 

13  have  to  listen  to  each  other's  concerns  and  make  sure 

14  we  understand  them  and  try  to  pit  together  what  makes 

15  the  most  sense. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    And  what  makes  the  most 

17  sense?    I'm  curious  about  the  RAB  members  who  are 

18  sitting  on  this  board  and  wondered  if  there  would  be 

19  time  allotted  for  a  discussion  of  your  sort  of  informal 

20  view  of  what  do  you  think  about  this,  what  do  you  think 

21  about  the  process,  and  what  does  it  seem  to  be  turning 

22  up. 

It's  useful  for  us  to  know  about  the  rest  of 
i  on  the  board.    I  thought  Brian's  explanation  was 
25  very  well  done.    It  was  very  thorough,  still  dense. 
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1  You  did  a  very  good  job.    I  want  to  offer  my 

2  congratulations,  say  I  hope  that  sort  of  the  informal 

3  review  for  that  is  what  sits  in  here,  here  are  the  hard 

4  pops  of  this  decision.    We  have  five  alternatives,  one 

5  will  cost  nothing  and  one  will  cost  eight  million 

6  dollars. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  don't  know  if  in  the 

8  next  agenda  item  perhaps  you  were  going  to  make  some 

9  comments  along  those  lines.     Just  the  actual  process  is 

10  a  bit  like  making  the  sausage.    You're  not  quite  sure 

11  you  want  to  see  really  everything  that's  going  into  it 

12  or  know  exactly  how  it  was  made. 

13  MR.  SCHMIDT:    This  is  for  Roberta.    Does  the 

14  park  plan  to  be  above  or  below  grade  in  their  DEH  -- 

15  the  idea  being  if  you're  going  to  bring  soil  on  at  the 

16  wetlands  plain  or  excavate  down  at  the  wetlands  plain, 

17  then  the  reuse  is  pretty  critical. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    The  DEH  --  the  plan  is 

19  to  excavate  the  materials  from  the  wetlands  and  place 

20  them  on  DEH  area  and  elsewhere.    So  it's  not  below 

21  grade.    So  there  will  be  actual  material  covering 

22  what's  there  presently. 

23  MR.  SCHMIDT:    So  you  plan  to  put  soil  on  top 

24  of  the  grade  now? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  don't  envision  it 
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,eing  much  above  the  present  grade  there  in  that 

2  particular  location. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     Right  now  it's 

4  anticipated  that  soil  will  be  moved,  graded  and 

5  elevated.    What  we  are  trying  to  avoid  at  this  point  is 

6  we  don't  know  necessarily  it's  the  requirement  it  be 

7  brought  up,  so  it  doesn't  tie  the  designers  of  the 

8  wetlands  saying  you  have  to  two  inches,  because  they 

9  may  only  have  60  inches  worth  of  the  soil,  and  then  is 

10  the  remedy  still  protective. 

11  I  think  where  we  are  going  is  it's  something 

12  buried  more  or  less.    Our  concept  in  the  working  group 

13  is  to  address  this  such  that  it's  not  restricted,  it's 

14  required,  and  allows  either  to  occur.     If  we  get  into  a 

15  problem  that  --  it's  open  for  reconsideration.  It's 

16  very  little  that's  dead  set  in  here,  and  it's  certainly 

17  part  of  the  overall  process  we  talked  about. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Further  questions? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Brian,  could  you 

20  summarize  the  status  of  the  cleanup  levels?    Where  are 

21  we  and  has  there  been  anything  finalized  yet? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  personally  think 

23  we  are  very  close  to  reaching  some  consensus  among  the 

24  working  group  numbers  as  to  what  a  proposed  cleanup  or 

25  action  or  level  would  be.    We've  had  tremendous  amounts 
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1  of  discussion  in  particular  with  lead  because  that  is 

2  the  contaminant  we  focused  on  in  this  area. 

3  It's  not  an  easy  issue.     I  think  one  of  the 

4  things  that  will  be  important  to  discuss  probably  in  a 

5  smaller  group  with  those  people  who  can  tolerate  it,  is 

6  to  have  some  discussion  about  how  the  science  or  art  of 

7  cleanup  levels  are  developed.    And  it  is  much  more  an 

8  art  than  a  science,  I  think,  when  you  get  into  it,  and 

9  it's  very  inexact.    I  think  those  of  you  who  haven't 

10  seen  it  will  not  be  appalled,  but  will  be  quite 

11  disillusioned  of  the  science  of  that.    And  that's  my 

12  opinion  about  it.    Just  for  the  ecological,  human 

13  health  risk  is  more  specific.    Humans  are  all  one 

14  species,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  work  that's  been  done  on 

15  human  health. 

16  When  you  look  at  it  ecologically,  you  have 

17  plants,  animals,  all  types  of  animals,  behavior, 

18  physiology  of  the  animal  and  sometimes  similarities. 

19  Sometimes  what  you  expect  to  be  similar  they're  not. 

20  So  you  might  have  two  studies  which  address  species 

21  which  might  be  similar  to  the  one  of  interest  here,  but 

22  how  different  is  that?    And  scientists  don't  agree.  So 

23  then  you  start  trying  to  quantify  uncertainties,  and 

24  you  can  imagine  the  types  of  discussions.    I  think 

25  that's  one  of  the  ones  Doug  was  referring  to  regarding 
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1  sausage.    It  is  not  and  has  not  been  a  pretty  picture. 

2  I  think  personally  we  are  making  progress. 

3  It's  slow  and  frustrating  to  tell  people  it  takes  so 

4  long.    It  would  be  nice  if  there  was  a  book  we  could 

5  look  it  up  in,  but  I  think  we  are  getting  there  and  I 

6  don't  think  this  is  a  good  forum  to  talk  about  interim 

7  where  we  are  right  now.    I  think  those  in  the  working 

8  group  know  where  we  are.    I  think  anyone  who  wants  to 

9  delve  into  it  has  the  opportunity  to  delve  into  it.  I 

10  don't  encourage  anyone  to  put  themselves  into  pain. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  just  have  a  minor 

12  clarification.    Did  I  hear  accurately  you  were  talking 

13  about  using  the  RAB,  a  public  hearing  -- 

14  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     That's  what  we 

15  conceptualize  yet. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I  don't  know  if  the  RAB 

17  can  qualify. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    What  I  expected  was 

19  there  would  be  some  sort  of  public  notice  that  the 

20  hearing  would  be  at  this  meeting  and  there  would  be  a 

21  an  opportunity  for  public  to  voice  their  concern. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Given  the  advisory 

23  component  of  the  RAB,  I  still  think  you'd  have  problems 

24  getting  over  that  bar. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     At  this  point  we're 
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1  trying  to  get  to  the  end.    Maybe  you  can  help  us  figure 

2  out  what  makes  sense  and  what  is  necessary. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I'd  rather  us  get  to  the 

4  right  end. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     If  we  make  too  much 

6  false  sense  we  won't  get  to  anyone.    We  certainly  don't 

7  want  to  avoid  any  of  the  requirements.    We  want  to  make 

8  sure  this  is  indeed  done  in  a  way  which  doesn't  open  up 

9  for  a  problem  which  ultimately  opens  up  and  slows  this 

10  down. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  this  would  be  a 

12  good  time  to  give  our  reporter  a  break. 

13  (Recess) 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    There  was  an  announcement 

15  that  didn't  really  seem  quite  right  at  the  beginning  of 

16  the  meeting.    And  before  everybody  gets  away  --  we  seem 

17  to  have  some  people  outdoors  that  we  need  to  have  come 

18  back  in.    We've  an  announcement  by  Jan. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I'll  go  ahead  and  do 

20  it.    I  would  like  to  see  us  schedule  an  election  as 

21  soon  as  possible  for  a  couple  of  reasons,  one  of  which 

22  is  that  our  bylaws  suggest  every  six  months,  and  the 

23  second  reason  is  as  soon  as  you  get  a  new  co-chair,  I 

24  will  be  resigning  from  the  board. 

25  So  I'd  like  you  to  start  thinking  about  who 
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1  you  would  like  to  be  a  co-chair  and  various  things  like 

2  that,  and  the  process  we'll  go  through  to  set  up  an 

3  election.    Julia  gave  me  a  suggestion  to  let  everyone 
'now  that  the  next  committee  meeting  will  be  in  a 

juple  weeks  from  tonight,  and  we'll  probably  be 

6  talking  for  sure  about  DEH.    Everybody  is  welcome. 

7  Thanks. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  to  follow-up  a  little 

9  bit  on  that  sudden  announcement,  1  guess  what  we  need 

10  to  do  is  begin  soliciting  nominees  for  the  position. 

11  And  if  you're  interested  or  you'd  like  to  make  a 

12  nomination,  I  think  the  best  place  to  make  that 

13  nomination  probably  would  be  --  what  do  we  usually  do 

14  --  oh,  one  of  the  organizations,  the  committee  members. 

15  I'm  on  that  committee;  I  think  Mark  is  on  the 

16  committee.    Who  else? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     Leann  was. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Leann  was.    So  if  you 

19  have  a  nomination  too  make,  make  that  and  then  probably 

20  at  the  next  RAB  meeting  we'll  set  the  election  date, 

21  probably  so  we  don't  hang  Jan  out  to  dry  for  too  many 

22  months.    Maybe  in  January  or  something  we'd  be  ready  by 

23  then.    I'm  getting  bad  looks  from  Jan. 

24  The  next  agenda  item  Mark  and  Jan,  pros  and 

25  cons  of  EECA  versus  the  ROD. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  think  I'll  summarize 

2  some  of  the  concerns  that  I  have  and  some  other  members 

3  might  have  about  what  what's  going  on  today.    I  think 

4  the  first  thing  that  most  everybody  really  does  want  is 

5  to  see  the  work  go  on.    I  don't  think  there's  a  lot  of 

6  problems  in  that  that  they  do  want  to  see  things  move 

7  forward. 

8  I  think  a  lot  of  people  assume  they  would  go 

9  through  the  process,  do  something,  give  some  kind  of  a 

10  temporary  what  I  would  call  an  interim  ROD,  and  when  we 

11  got  to  the  point  where  they  set  cleanup  levels  all 

12  across  the  base,  they  would  sort  of  incorporate  that  by 

13  reference  so  they  didn't  have  to  go  and  do  things,  so 

14  that  the  numbers  they  did  in  their  interim  would  be  low 

15  enough  so  it  could  quote, ~"Becsme  fine." 

16  That  doesn't  seem  to  be  quite  the  process 

17  that  was  breaking  the  last  couple  weeks  or  so.  That 

18  was  where  I  started  to  have  concerns  about  it.    I  think 

19  the  work  is  probably  doable.    But  my  concern  is  for 

20  myself  as  setting  final  cleanup  numbers  at  this  point 

21  in  time,  I  think  that  the  reality  is  if  a  final  set  of 

22  cleanup  numbers  is  set  for  the  DEH  area,  in  this 

23  process  it's  going  to  be  used  pretty  much  across  most 

24  all  of  Crissy  Field.    So  it  would  not  have  a 

25  significant  amount  of  the  flexibility  for  later 
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1  correction,  whereas  an  interim  type  of  number  set  you 

2  try  to  get  as  close  as  possible  to  the  cleanup  level. 

3  And  you  want  to  make  sure  you  wouldn't  go  back.  You'd 

4  try  to  get  your  cleanup  level  set  low  during  the 

5  interim  to  be  on  the  safe  side. 

6  So  I  think  for  most  of  the  people,  which  is 

7  not  everybody,  is  we  really  want  to  see  the  work  go 

8  forward.    We're  a  little  uneasy  at  this  point  in  time 

9  about  citing  final  numbers.    I  think  the  process  of 

10  getting  the  cleanup  levels  is  ongoing.    I  think  there's 

11  a  lot  of  debating  back  and  forth.    People  are  producing 

12  more  studies  and  trying  to  come  at  what  do  we  want  to 

13  protect  and  what's  the  number  to  protect  that. 

14  I  would  like  to  see  a  process  that  comes 

15  from  this  push  to  get  the  work  done  at  DEH  so  the 

16  cleanup  level  process  can  have  however  much  time 

17  necessary  to  do  it  right  without  any  kind  of  artificial 

18  deadlines.    So  in  thinking  about  that  and  knowing  most 

19  of  the  people  like  the  idea  of  the  work  moving  forward, 

20  I  thought  of  a  couple  of  administrative  type 

21  alternatives  that  I  would  throw  out  at  least  for 

22  discussion  or  consideration. 

?~  One  of  them  was  that  you  could  basically 

:parate  the  DEH  into  two  parts,  one  part  into  an  EECO 
25  and  interim  action  on  each  separate  part.    It  wouldn't 
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1  be  a  lot  of  duplication  because  of  a  couple  of  things. 

2  One  part  would  be  the  area  where  the  fill  is  where 

3  they're  going  to  do  the  excavation  down  to  groundwater 

4  if  they  choose  the  alternative  and  where  maybe  they'll 

5  put  a  well  in,  the  principle  chemical  is  lead.  And 

6  excavation  is  done  to  some  level  below  the  surface  if 

7  you  do  the  more  restrictive  --  and  I'll  assume  the  more 

8  restrictive  or  aggressive  type  of  cleanup  will  be  the 

9  one. 

10  The  affected  area  will  be  over  where  they 

11  have  after  the  DCE,  a  solvent  in  some  of  groundwater 

12  and  not  as  much  soil  contamination.    Those  are 

13  different  types  of  chemicals,  a  sort  of  different  type 

14  of  remedy.    They  could  be  separate  stated.    The  reason 

15  for  separating  it  administratively  and  doing  these 

16  parallel  track  on  two  of  them  in  is  it  would  get  below 

17  any  kind  on  statutory  requirements,  for  you  can't 

18  exceed  a  certain  number  of  dollars.    Basically  you 

19  could  do  the  same  thing  without  the  final  numbers. 

20  That's  one  alternative. 

21  Another  type  of  alternative  would  be  if  all 

22  the  regulators  are  in  agreement,  but  it's  also  like 

23  Larry  was  bringing  up  the  potential  for  cleaning  it  up 

24  under  a  different  statutory  authority.    You  could 

25  basically  say  in  this  case  we'll  have  the  lead 
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1  authority,  let's  say  the  water  code  may  be  asking  for 

2  an  interim  action  under  an  order  or  letter  that  has 

3  either  possibility  in  that  code  and  make  sure  they  took 

4  care  of  the  public  participation  requirements  under 

5  OTSC.    And  that  would  also  allow  it  to  go  forward. 

6  The  third  alternative  is  to  keep  it  simply 

7  and  clearly  at  an  interim  ROD  or  RAB  stage  or  whatever 

8  the  state  equivalent  is  and  simply  let  the  process  of 

9  final  cleanup  numbers  not  determine  what  you  call  this 

10  particular  action  at  DEH.    So  that  was  what  I  was  going 

11  to  throw  out  to  people  for  my  concern  on  the  file, 

12  because  you  really  need  to  be  comfortable  with  these 

13  numbers  as  appropriate  for  all  of  Crissy  Field  if 

14  you're  going  to  do  the  final. 

15  I  think  the  community  hasn't  been  involved 

16  inasmuch  as  they  would  need  to  be  comfortable.    I  think 

17  there's  a  general  description  of  what  they  have  to  go 

18  through,  that  the  whole  group  needs  to  become  familiar 

19  with  and  people  that  need  more  detail  on  making  sure 

20  that  their  particular  bird  species  or  whatever  is  going 

21  to  be  protected,  and  how  low  a  number  is  that.  And 

22  they  want  that  to  go  to  a  committee  meeting.    But  I 

23  think  that  process  of  getting  people's  comfort  level  up 

24  needs  a  little  more  time  than  we  allow  than  if  we  push 

25  right  on  with  a  DEH  type  of  situation. 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 

1  I  was  going  to  suggest  we  consider  not 

2  pushing  to  a  final  and  just  let  the  cleanup  level 

3  process  become  more  involved  with  the  community  and  see 

4  how  the  alternatives  or  some  modification  of  them,  if 

5  they  would  fly.    And  this  was  sort  of  my  suggestion  for 

6  the  sort  of  pro  and  con  approach  on  the  DEH.    And  I  was 

7  going  to  ask  both  Hark  and  Doug  to  sort  of  give  their 

8  synopsis  like  Jane  suggested. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Well,  I  think  Jan 

10  summed  it  up  pretty  good  there.    No,  I  think  the 

11  working  group  has  made  a  lot  of  progress  and  that  it's 

12  constructive  to  work  on  these  issues  that  seem  to  have 

13  been  stalled  and  discouraged  everybody  about  the  entire 

14  process.    I  sort  of  brought  up  this  issue  of  the  ROD 

15  versus  EECA  because  it  seems  like  an  issue  that  could 

16  come  up  later  on,  and  difficult  to  resolve. 

17  It  was  better  to  let  people  have  an 

18  opportunity  to  discuss  how  they  feel  at  this  time,  let 

19  us  work  towards  a  solution  to  that.    I  was  wondering  if 

20  Romy  could  talk  a  little  about  what  Jan  was  saying 

21  about  the  final  cleanup  numbers.    Do  they  have  to  apply 

22  to  the  whole  Crissy  Field? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Brian  gave  a  good 

24  description  of  the  process  up  to  the  record  of  decision 

25  phase,  but  I  think  once  you  have  a  record  of  decision 
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1  it  doesn't  stop  there.    You  still  have  to  go  through 

2  the  design  and  five-year  review  wherein  regulators  and 

3  the  public  members  can  check  whether  the  remedial 

4  alternative  that's  been  implemented  is  still  applicable 

5  to  the  site.     It's  a  dynamic  process.    Cleanup  now 

6  might  be  different  than  ten  years  from  now. 

7  Also  on  the  dollar  limit,  I  think  you  forgot 

8  to  take  into  account  the  intent  of  the  state  law  with 

9  the  cap  of  one  million  dollars.    I  think  the  intent  of 

10  the  law  is  to  make  regulators  in  the  regulated 

11  community  to  be  judicious  in  spending  public  money.  If 

12  you're  going  to  be  coming  up  with  two  straights  within 

13  DEH,  you're  going  to  come  up  with  two  decision 

14  documents,  two  public  meetings,  the  responses  --  all 

15  this  administrative  process  built  into  the  process  will 

16  be  doubled,  so  you're  really  not  meeting  the  intent  of 

17  the  law. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Well,  I  was  visualizing 

19  more  as  they  would  be  on  a  parallel  track  that  you 

20  wouldn't  duplicate  very  much.    The  only  thing  that 

21  would  necessarily  be  duplicated  in  the  document  you 

22  said  would  be  a  generic  description  that  would  be  the 

23  same  in  each  document.    And  there  doesn't  seem  to  be 

24  any  particular  reason  you  couldn't  hold  your  public 

25  meetings  for  each  area  on  the  same  night,  or 
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1  back- to-back.    So  I  merely  didn't  see  that  as  a 

2  particularly  huge  increase  in  costs  necessarily.  You 

3  could  make  it  into  a  very  big  increase  in  costs,  but  it 

4  doesn't  necessarily  have  to  be. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     In  our  experience, 

6  coming  up  with  two  decision  documents  will  come  up  to 

7  added  costs. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Perhaps  just  to  give 

9  things  a  little  bit  of  color  of  what  I  was  striving 

10  for,  see,  how  I  would  discuss  the  process  of  these 

11  numbers,  as  Brian  said  there's  been  a  lot  of  work  on 

12  the  human  health  risk  assessment  type  work,  not  by 

13  many,  of  course,  I  kind  of  listened  to  it  and  try  to 

14  make  judgments  on  these  things. 

15  Since  we've  been  having  these  meetings  on 

16  DEH,  this  other  factor  of  ecological  risk  has  come  into 

17  play,  and  there  has  been  a  lot  more,  I  would  say,  well, 

18  colorful  times  in  the  meetings.    The  process  has  been 

19  something  like  this,  that  --  well,  we  need  to  have  some 

20  justification  for  a  particular  species,  a  certain 

21  amount  of  lead  exposure  to  that  species.    And  the  way 

22  that  scientifically  people  have  been  trying  to  deal 

23  with  that  is  to  go  out  and  do  literature  searches  of 

24  studies  that  have  been  done,  you  know,  put  some  --  I 

25  don't  know,  expose  a  particular  kind  of  an  animal  to 
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1  lead. 

2  And  there  is  all  sorts  of  different  kinds  of 

3  chemicals,  all  sorts  of  different  kinds  of  species.  So 

'  are  in  these  meetings  looking  at  documents  and 
^presentations  of  studies  and  numbers  and  values  and 

6  people  arguing,  "Well,  that's  not  a  good  study  and  we 

7  need  more  studies  to  come  in,"  and  then  people 

8  proposing  different  processes  for  evaluating  what's  a 

9  good  study  and  what's  not  a  good  study,  and  then 

10  finding  out  there  are  other  groups  doing  similar 

11  processes  around  the  Bay  Area. 

12  So  we  need  to  incorporate  their  studies  and 

13  that  sidetracking  and  pulling  back  the  discussion  for  a 

14  month  or  two  and  needing  to  wait,  needing  more  and  more 

15  waiting  and  people  do  more  evaluation,  more  literature 

16  searches,  and  --  I  guess  people  acting  as  proponents 

17  for  certain  studies. 

18  So,  what  I  have  seen,  though,  in  the  process 

19  is  that  there  are  parties  that  would  like  to  have  very 

20  low  numbers  and  parties  that  would  like  to  have  higher 

21  numbers.    And  some  of  that  is  based  on  precedent 

22  settings  and  what  are  the  ramifications  of  having  a  low 

23  number,  picking  a  low  number. 

24  And  as  a  group  of  people  sitting  around  the 

25  table,  we  could  try  to  say,  "Well,  what  would  you 
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1  pick?"    I  mean,  let's  say  you  have  all  these  studies 

2  and  there's  a  certain  kind  of  bird,  let's  say  a  robin, 

3  because  that's  one  of  the  birds  we  looked  at,  the 

4  American  Robin.    I'm  just  going  to  pull  this  out  of  the 

5  air  so  people  are  going  to  cringe,  because  this  is  what 

6  happens  --  everybody  ready  to  cringe? 

7  So  there  was  a  number  in  a  study  that  said 

8  there  was  a  certain  effect  on  the  Robin  at  200  parts 

9  per  million  of  lead  out  there  in  the  soil.    And  I'm  not 

10  going  to  say  all  this  exactly  right,  because  I  don't 

11  know  all  the  stats  and  everything.    So  then  as  a  person 

12  trying  to  evaluate  what  that  means,  you  say,  "Well, 

13  there  it  is.    Somebody  said  200  means  something  to  the 

14  American  Robin."    Well,  do  we  have  a  lot  of  robbins  out 

15  there?    And  people  start,  "Well,  I  don't  know;  I 

16  haven't  seen  any  robbins." 

17  It  goes  on  to  substituting  different  kinds 

18  of  birds  --  I  think  one  of  them  was  a  chicken.  We've 

19  had  a  lot  of  chicken  studies,  so,  you  go,  "What  in  the 

20  world  are  we  going  to  do  with  a  chicken  study,"  because 

21  obviously  we  have  a  lot  of  chickens  out  there.  And 

22  there  are  different  controls  being  substituted  toward 

23  this  and  this.    Everyone  is  trying  to  do  their  best 

24  job.    How  are  we  going  to  eventually  come  up  with  that 

25  number.     It's  kind  of  a  group  of  people  sitting  around 


TinyTran 

58 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700  59 
r  a  table  and  evaluating  cost  to  society. 

2  I  mean,  hell,  if  we  pick  this  number  what  do 

3  we  think  the  cost  of  doing  this  is  going  to  be?  And 

4  nobody  has  the  answers  to  any  of  that  because  we  don't 

5  have  all  the  data  across  all  the  Presidio  to  say  if  we 

6  cleaned  it  up  to  200  it  will  cost  this;  if  we  cleaned 

7  it  up  to  ten  it  will  cost  this.    We  don't  have  any  of 

8  this.    No  one  can  prove  it,  but  a  lot  of  people  are 

9  saying  it's  true. 

10  So  that  goes  on  a  lot.    That's  kind  of  a  din 

11  of  hours  and  hours,  people  on  conference  calls,  all 

12  over  the  country,  this  guy  here  spending  hours  and 

13  hours  just  hooking  up  people  on  conference  calls,  "Are 

14  you  there?"    And  his  process,  somebody  hangs  up  the 

15  call  and  it  shuts  off  the  whole  conference  call. 

16  That's  what  we  do  in  these  meetings. 

17  So  that's  what  I  meant.    It's  a  bunch  of 

18  sausage  when  you're  trying  to  actually  come  up  with  a 

19  number.    And  I  think  it's  --  Jan  is  right,  that  we  need 

20  to  get  that  discussion  out  here.    But  I  can't  really 

21  imagine,  unless  you  want  to  spend  an  equivalent  amount 

22  of  time  getting  into  these  discussions  for  hours 

?'  ^viewing,  "Well,  okay  here's  a  study  on  the  Robin,  200 
jrts  per  million,"  and  somebody  else  comes  up,  "Well  I 
25  have  a  study  that  shows  this  little  butterfly  or 
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1  something  that's  eight  parts  per  million  is  affected. 

2  What's  the  effect?    You  know,  does  its  antennas  shrivel 

3  slightly  or  does  it  keel  over?    Sometimes  there's  no 

4  answer.    Is  it  death,  or  is  its  wings  are  slightly  a 

5  different  shade? 

6  So  how  do  you  make  those  decisions?  If 

7  anybody  has  any  immediate  feedback,  how  do  you  make  a 

8  decision?    Obviously  one  answer  is  we  want  to  see  no 

9  effect  on  any  species  at  all,  from  anything.    That's  an 

10  answer.    Although  I  have  to  --  well,  we  could  --  and 

11  that  was  one  of  the  things  that  was  being  discussed  in 

12  one  of  the  studies,  was  root  growth  and  root  mass  of  a 

13  particular  kind  of  plant. 

14  Well,  how  much,  what  percentage  root  mass 

15  reduction  as  a  society  will  we  be  willing  to  tolerate? 

16  Five  percent  root  mass  reduction?    That's  okay  with  me. 

17  Ten  percent?    We  don't  --  you  know,  what's  the  effect? 

18  When  does  the  degree  show  any  visible  signs?    Is  it  a 

19  green  plant?    We  can't  really  tell.    You  just  can't 

20  tell. 

21  So,  I  welcome  any  comments  on  my  long  speel 

22  there. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  had  a  question.  If 

24  the  DEH  has  made  a  ROD  now,  will  it  be  eliminated  from 

25  the  final  ROD  document  next  summer? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Let  me  add  in.  If 

2  this  discussion  didn't  occur  and  there  were  no  changes 

3  about  where  I  personally  expected  to  go  --  and  I'm 

4  trying  to  not  say  this  is  where  it's  going  today,  where 

5  I  expect  it  to  go  --  is  that  this  will  be  a  RAB  and  it 

6  will  be  the  final  action  at  DEH.    So  these  cleanup 

7  documents  that  Doug  described,  how  the  process  works, 

8  would  be  what  the  regulators  say  is  an  acceptable  level 

9  of  cleanup  at  DEH.    We  can  discuss,  and  I  certainly 

10  won't  deny,  it  has  some  applicability  and  precedent  for 

11  when  we  move  over  in  Crissy  Field. 

12  And  I  think  we  won't  all  be  explicit;  we  all 

13  know  we're  not  going  to  do  this  thing  completely 

14  independently  when  we  move  to  Crissy  Field.    So  we're 

15  cognizant;  we  are  cognizant  this  has  some  applicability 

16  with  intention  precedent  elsewhere,  especially  Crissy 

17  Field  potentially  in  the  Presidio  elsewhere  and  off  the 

18  Presidio. 

19  It's  never  easy.    This  is  never  an  easy 

20  step.    I  mean,  trying  to  advocate  that  we  bite  the 

21  bullet  and  do  what  we  need  to  do  to  understand  it  and 

22  get  to  the  point  where  we  can  do  that  fine.    I  know  Jan 

23  has  some  very  strong  feelings  about  that.    I  think  we 

24  need  to  discuss  those  and  reach  a  conclusion.  It's 

25  never  going  to  be  easier  than  it  is  now.    It's  always 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 

1  going  to  be  a  real  task.     It  just  is,  because  you  can't 

2  look  it  up. 

3  Until  you've  done  it  --  and  I've  done  this 

4  more  than  once.    It's  painful  the  second  time  and  third 

5  time.    You  have  to  go  through  this  process,  and  it  will 

6  be  done  here  in  the  Presidio  for  something  and  it's 

7  going  to  have  to  happen  sooner  or  later.    For  the  park 

8  we're  advocating  get  done  with  Crissy  Field,  bite  the 

9  bullet,  make  steps  so  we  can  move  forward.    We  see  a 

10  risk  of  interim  action.    It  might  have  to  come  back  and 

11  the  question  is  what  wasn't  good  enough,  and  does  that 

12  mean  you  have  to  damage  the  restoration? 

13  I'm  not  trying  to  slight  Jan's  views  there. 

14  They're  very  valid.    It's  a  legitimate  way  to  look  at 

15  it.    We  just  need  to  figure  out  what  makes  sense  and 

16  what's  the  most  expeditious  and  appropriate  way  to  go 

17  forward.    And  what  I  encourage  is  those  people  who  are 

18  interested  in  suffering  some  pain,  come  to  the  next 

19  committee  meeting;  I'll  try  to  do  my  best  to  bring  some 

20  specific  examples  if  anyone  cares  to  share  some  pain 

21  and  go  through  this. 

22  So  you  get  a  feel  for  this.    There  just 

23  isn't  an  answer.    It's  going  to  end  up  being  a  range  of 

24  problems  of  where  the  range  is,  and  in  a  sense,  some 

25  people  are  going  to  have  to  pick  a  range  and  hope  that 


TinyTran 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700  63 

1  number  is  good  enough.    No  one  knows  what  that  answer 

2  is.    For  robbins  that  live  here,  you  just  don't  know 

3  that  and  you  never  will,  or  we  won't  spend  enough  time 

4  and  energy  to  ever  know  that  here.    It's  conceivably 

5  possible  but  it  will  cost  millions  of  dollars  to  answer 

6  that  question. 

7  So  I  will  be  in  the  next  committee  meeting, 

8  if  anyone  is  interested  in  talking  about  this. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  will  try  to  share 

10  in  more  detail  and  more  explicitness  in  what  Doug  went 

11  through.    Doug  had  a  hypothetical  200.    We  actually 

12  talk  about  what  the  number  is  for  a  robin  study,  and 

13  some  of  the  uncertainties  that  go  into  the  studies.  So 

14  we  understand  that  maybe  that  200  number  the  author 

15  published  may  be  a  range,  because  nothing  is  exact  in 

16  science. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    Is  research  any 

18  different  than  other  research  in  education  where  you 

19  know  there's  a  wrong  and  that's  how  you  look? 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Yes.    There  are  errors 

21  involved  in  all  that  kind  of  work,  and  you  have  to  take 

22  it  as  a  plus  or  minus.     It's  not  a  hard  and  fast  rule. 

23  Jan? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  think  what  I  was 

25  trying  to  say  was  not  you'll  have  to  go  into  the  detail 
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1  Doug  did,  but  I  think  people  may  not  want  to  do  that, 

2  but  each  of  us  either  should  strive  to  make  certain  we 

3  have  a  sense  what  level  of  a  number  will  protect  what 

4  we  think  is  important.    Because  what  each  of  us  thinks 

5  is  important  to  protect  may  not  be  the  same  thing  that 

6  a  regulator  or  Army  or  what  Saul  here  may  consider. 

7  So  I  think  in  that  sense,  that  level  of 

8  effort,  to  just  get  a  sense  for  what  we  need  to  protect 

9  your  particular  issue  would  be  an  appropriate  way  to  do 

10  that.    I  don't  think  that  would  be  as  painful  as  what 

11  Doug  was  talking  about. 

12  The  other  thing  is  I  really  think  we  ought 

13  to  be  cautious  in  approaching  this  of  trying  to  get  a 

14  final  number,  just  so  they  don't  --  the  Presidio 

15  doesn't  have  to  come  back.    The  typical  process  at  most 

16  sites  when  someone  doesn't  want  to  have  to  come  back  is 

17  to  basically  pick  an  extremely  conservative  number  so 

18  they  know  they  don't  have  to  come  back.    And  that 

19  perhaps  might  be  the  one  that  serves  the  majority  of 

20  the  interests. 

21  But  if  you  look  for  a  very  low  conservative 

22  number,  that  would  take  care  of  a  lot  of  other  people's 

23  concerns  and  would  tend  to  make  it  where  the  Presidio 

24  probably  wouldn't  have  to  come  back.    So  when  you're 

25  planning  these  things,  I  think  you  have  to  consider 
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1  that  aspect  as  well  as  when  we  are  talking  about 

2  rushing  into  any  kind  of  final. 

3  And  I  think  the  reality  is  it's  going  to  be 
strong  precedent,  the  Crissy  Field  area.  What 

ney're  talking  about,  they're  already  going  through 

6  pain  and  agony.    Unless  there  is  new  information,  they 

7  won't  go  through  it  again. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  want  to  second  what 

9  Jan  says.    There  is  a  consequence  to  eating  bad 

10  sausage,  and  so  I  would  just  say  I  think  it's  incumbent 

11  upon  us.    Ue  have  a  number  of  different  agendas  that  we 

12  have  to  be  reconciled.    And  I  think  we  need  to  be 

13  sensitive  to  the  needs  of  the  Park  Service  to  move  it 

14  forward  and  get  the  job  done.    We  don't  want  to  be  old 

15  and  gray  watching  this  happen. 

16  By  the  same  token,  I  don't  necessarily  feel 

17  bound  by  concerns  that  DTSC  might  be  getting  DSMOA 

18  funds  cut.    I  think  that's  a  political  issue.  We'll 

19  handle  that  in  a  political  way.    That's  a  separate 

20  issue  from  whether  or  not  we'll  get  a  good  quality 

21  result  here.    So  to  me  that's  sort  of  the  crux  of  the 

22  matter.    So  I  want  to  second  what  Jan  says.    I  think  we 

23  have  to  do  the  job  right,  and  that  will  get  us  through 

24  the  process  quickly. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  others? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  think  in  the  case  of 

2  this  operable  unit  we  have  completely  gone  through  the 

3  process  of  identifying  cleanup  levels.    Yet  I  guess  I 

4  would  prefer  to  continue  under  the  assumption  we  can 

5  make  this  a  complete  action,  you  know,  and  with  that  in 

6  mind  try  to  continue  to  hash  out  the  final  cleanup 

7  numbers.    Because  there  are  a  lot  of  blanks  still  on 

8  that  table. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     It  would  be  nice  to  see 

10  what  you're  proposing  as  cleanup  levels,  because  it  may 

11  also  focus  people's  concerns  on  one  or  two  chemicals  as 

12  opposed  to  the  whole  sweep  out  there. 

13  UNIDENTIFIED:     I  wanted  to  ask  Jan  what  the 

14  second  item  you  proposed  was.    I  didn't  understand  that 

15  or  get  that  down,  so  if  you  could  go  through  that. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    That  would  be  more  of  a 

17  case  of  trying  to  have  the  primary  authority  being  the 

18  water  code,  which  is  much  more  flexible  as  the  primary 

19  authority  because  they  can  ask  for  interim  actions  by 

20  either  a  letter,  if  that's  appropriate.    Or  that  might 

21  be  deemed  as  a  fairly  simple  order,  as  much  as  an 

22  information  order,  and  specify  what  the  action  is,  say 

23  it's  an  interim  action,  it  doesn't  tie  you  to  anything 

24  final  but  it  gets  the  stuff  down. 

25  At  the  same  time,  they  would  need  to 


TinyTran 

66 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700  67 

1  incorporate  major  concerns  of  the  DTSC  legislation,  and 

2  I  think  you  could  probably  blend  a  lot  of  that  in  if 

3  you  wanted.    It  would  be  up  to  the  regulators  to  some 

4  extent  to  construct  it  to  where  it  would  satisfy  the 

5  intent,  if  not  the  absolute  letter,  but  intent  of  -- 

6  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I  think  our  statute  is 

7  not  limited  to  public  participation.    It's  more  on 

8  water  issues  and  protecting  the  public  health.  That 

9  includes  the  groundwater. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  didn't  mean  to  say  we 

11  didn't  have  other  things,  but  that's  what  I  knew  as 

12  what  was  a  different  forum.    But  there  may  be  others 

13  too. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  thoughts  for 

15  tonight  on  this  topic,  DEH?    Thank  you.    We  are  on  to 

16  the  DOD  RAB  proposed  rules  from  Saut. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    As  I  mentioned  last 

18  time,  the  Defense  Department  is  coming  out  with  the 

19  proposed  regulations  of  implementation  of  RABs.  The 

20  comment  period  ends  November  4  this,  year  and  this  is 

21  the  last  time  most  of  us  will  have  an  opportunity  to 

22  comment  on  the  way  RABs  are  going  to  be  organized  and 

iministered  under  this  process, 
■t  So  now.  is  the  time  to  get  your  comments  in. 

25  What  I  propose  to  do  but  was  unable  to  do  was  draft 
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1  completed  comments  for  the  RAB  tonight.    My  timing  was 

2  not  --  my  parents'  50th  anniversary,  you'll  have  to 

3  excuse  me,  but  I  have  comments  we  put  together  that 

4  deal  with  the  majority  of  the  issues  we'll  be  refining 

5  over  the  next  two  weeks.    I'd  like  to  hand  it  out  and 

6  encourage  people,  since  I  have  copies  of  the  proposed 

7  regulations  themselves,  look  at  these  and  submit  your 

8  own  comments. 

9  If  you'd  like  to  receive  our  comments,  fine. 

10  Let  me  know  and  I'll  be  happy  to  distribute  them  back 

11  out.    There  are  a  number  of  serious  numbers,  RAB 

12  numbers  to  be  concerned  about.    For  example,  the  RAB 

13  rule  says  DOD  will  require  a  RAB  be  established  when 

14  there  is  sufficient  and  sustained  community  interest. 

15  Well,  the  word  "sustained"  is  an  important 

16  word  in  that.    There  are  a  number  of  words  that  have 

17  had  lapses.    That  participation  is  thrown  off,  yet 

18  these  are  very,  very  serious  sites.    Participation  fell 

19  off  as  a  result  of  frustration  with  the  process  on  the 

20  part  of  the  community  members.    Many  of  these  RABs  have 

21  come  back  and  are  functioning  well  at  this  point.    So  I 

22  think  we  need  to  be  careful  to  define  these  terms 

23  properly  so  the  RAB  just  isn't  cut  off  when  it's  not 

24  working  well,  that  there  is  an  attempt  to  make  these 

25  RABs  functional. 
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1  There's  also  a  question  about  what  is  a 

2  stakeholder,  how  do  you  define  what  a  stakeholder  is. 

3  Is  it  individuals  personally  impacted  by  the  cleanup 

4  because  they  are  either  on  the  base  or  near  the  base? 

5  These  are  issues  people  really  need  to  take  a  careful 

6  look  at.    So  I  got  these,  and  I'm  going  to  distribute 

7  them  out  for  members  to  look  at.    If  you'd  like  to  use 

8  these,  feel  free.    I  handed  out  the  regs  at  the  last 

9  meeting. 

10  So  that's  the  long  and  short  of  my  report. 

11  If  you'd  like  to  get  a  copy  of  our  final,  I'll  be  happy 

12  to  mail  it  out.    We'll  probably  be  finished  with  it  by 

13  next  Friday. 

14  MR.  SCHMIDT:     I  did  read  the  document  and  it 

15  seemed  that  the  DOD  is  very  well  --  they're  trying  to 

16  explain  their  position  in  a  very  roundabout  manner.  I 

17  don't  really  see  from  the  register,  the  federal 

18  register,  exactly  how  this  proposed  change  will  end  up 

19  in  a  statutory  form.    It  seems  they  have  these  notes 

20  that  said  the  DOD  is  not  trying  to  do  this,  but  trying 

21  to  do  this.    It  seems  to  be  sort  of  nebulous.    In  other 

22  words,  it  looks  like  they're  putting  a  deliberate  [haze 

23  pir>  on  some  of  these  regulations.    Do  you  get  that 

24  sense  from  this? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    When  you  look  at  the 
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1  begining  of  the  document,  for  example,  one  of  things 

2  that  isn't  absolutely  correct  in  our  comments  right  now 

3  as  you  receive  them  in  this  draft  document  is  that  the 

4  proposed  RAB  rule  refers  to  the  compliance,  not  to  the 

5  actual  sections  of  the  regulation  as  they  appear  in  the 

6  back  of  the  document.    So  when  you  want  to  read  what 

7  the  rules  say,  it's  the  last  page  of  the  proposed  regs. 

8  But  I  want  to  agree  with  you.    I  have  a  lot 

9  of  concerns  about  how  vague  this  thing  is.    And  one  of 

10  my  concerns  is  that  community  members  aren't  well 

11  defined.    So  for  example  at  Ford  Ord  we  have  a  problem 

12  with  regulators  and  agency  members  who  are 

13  participating  in  the  cleanup  voting  as  community 

14  members.    That  changes  the  balance  in  terms  of  power  in 

15  that  RAB,  and  as  a  result  they  were  able  to,  you  know, 

16  see  the  duly  elected  community  co-chair.    That  was  a 

17  problem.    It  focuses  directly  on  the  CERCLA  process, 

18  the  cleanup  process.    And  a  number  of  us  have  been 

19  participating  in  this  see  a  direct  connection  with 

20  compliance  issues  within  the  water  act,  RCRA  and  other 

21  things  as  having  an  impact  on  the  cleanup.    You  can 

22  clean  something  up,  but  they  don't  solve  the  problem. 

23  Then  it  can  come  back  and  haunt  you. 

24  So  there's  a  variety  of  things  people  need 

25  to  take  a  look  at.    There's  a  question  as  to  whether  or 
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1  not  RAB  members,  RAB  community  members  will  in  fact  get 

2  the  minutes  of  the  meetings.    Depends  on  how  you  read 

3  the  RAB  regs.    So  it  may  not  in  fact  be  the  intention 

4  of  DOD  to  deny  RAB  members  minutes;  Lord  knows  it 

5  doesn't  make  much  sense.    But  when  you  read  the  rules, 

6  they're  vague  enough  so  there  can  be  a  broad 

7  interpretation.    And  there  are  at  least  four  RABs  I 

8  know  where  community  members  have  problems  getting 

9  their  minutes.    We  want  to  make  sure  the  RAB  regs 

10  provide  enough  specificity  so  you  really  are  empowered 

11  as  an  advisory  can  be  in  this  process. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  was  going  to  give  you 

13  a  little  background  on  the  federal  rule  making  project 

14  since  I've  been  involved  with  it.    And  I  don't  see  the 

15  DOD  process  is  that  much  different.    It's  a  preamble 

16  where  they  give  all  the  justification  for  the  rule,  and 

17  then  the  rule  and  the  ideas  in  the  process  is  to  get  as 

18  many  questions  or  comments  or  ideas  or  concepts  in  at 

19  least  the  preamble  so  that  if  you  decide  to  make 

20  changes  in  the  final,  well,  you  don't  have  to  go 

21  through  the  whole  process  again. 

22  So  in  many  cases  that  results  in  having  a 

23  preamble  that's  vague  or  doesn't  make  a  lot  of  sense  or 

24  may  sound  silly.    The  idea  is  they  aren't  really  sure 

25  of  the  final  shape  the  rule  wiLl  come  in  and  they  want 
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1  to  reduce  their  pain  and  yet  get  a  good  rule  out.  So 

2  they're  trying  to  build  some  flexibility  in  a  rather 

3  unflexible  process.    What  will  become  the  regulation, 

4  that's  the  part  you  need  to  pay  attention  to.  The 

5  preamble  stuff  will  go  away,  and  when  the  regulation 

6  becomes  regulation,  it  will  be  those  two  pages  that 

7  will  show  the  kind  of  regulations. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Last,  when  you  look  at 

9  the  preamble  and  definition  of  terms,  basically  that 

10  underlies  the  thinking  behind  the  regulation.    So  you 

11  really  want  to  go  ahead  and  get  as  much  comment  back  in 

12  so  they  have  enough  feedback  from  you  to  understand 

13  where  it  is  you  think  you  want  the  reg  to  go. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     They  are  more  or  less 

15  required  to  answer  your  comments  and  justify  why 

16  they're  going  to  go  ahead  and  do  something  different 

17  than  you  commented  on.    So  they  do  have  to  do  that. 

18  They  can  sort  of  lump  them  together,  but  they  have  to 

19  give  you  why  they're  not  going  to  do  what  you  asked. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    These  are  our  direct 

21  comments,  so  my  staff  may  have  some  additional  things. 

22  That's  why  I  think,  you  know,  if  you  want  our  final,  it 

23  will  come  out  next  Friday. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    There  was  another  point  I 

25  got  from  Bob  Reinhard  --  I  don't  know  if  it  was  mailed 
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1  to  people  or  not.    He  mentioned  that  --  maybe  you  could 

2  clarify  this.    He  said  clarify  that  RABs  can  be  formed 

3  at  defense  facilities,  where  to  be  transferred  to 

nother  federal  agency  the  current  DOD  and  Presidio  -- 
BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I'm  not  sure  I  agree 
"6  with  Rob's  interpretation  of  the  rule.    It  does  say 

7  there  are  criteria  for  establishing  a  RAB  and  that's 

8  set  forth  in  the  regs  and  I  think  we  still  qualify. 
?  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:  Okay. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    So  are  you  inviting  us 

11  to  sign  up  with  your  final  proposal? 

\Z~-  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Everyone  is  welcome  to 

13  sign  on.    When  I  distribute  out  the  type  with  people  on 

14  it,  if  you  call  back  and  say  you  want  to  sign  on,  I'd 

15  be  happy  to  sign  you  on.     I  want  to  do  it  as  friendly 

16  as  possible.    I  want  to  deal  with  it  how  you  want  best. 

17  But  I  would  encourage  you,  this  is  important  to  this 

18  body,  as  the  fact  you're  going  ahead  and  responding  to 

19  a  number  of  the  documents  coming  out,  because  in  this 

20  shape,  it's  how  we  can  participate  in  the  process. 

21  Thank  you. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We've  completed  the 

23  agenda  that  was  originally  sent  out.    We  have  two  more 

24  items,  and  then,  John,  did  you  get  your  item  taken  care 

25  of? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  DOUGAL:    No,  I  talked  to  Tom. 

2  It's  taken  care  of. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  the  two  items  were  to 

4  update  on  the  chemical  data  problem  from  a  certain 

5  group  and  overall  base  funding.    That's  how  I  wrote 

6  them  down.    Who  would  you  want  to  respond  to  that? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  think  basically  the 

8  idea  was  to  find  out  the  status  of  the  Presidio's 

9  chemical  analysis,  given  the  charges  in  that  lab  --  I 

10  don't  want  to  say  arrests,  what  did  they  do,  slapped 

11  fines  or  something  on  them?    And  I  think  the  lab  was 

12  NET  Incorporated.    So  was  there  any  information  given 

13  that  said  a  certain  amount  of  the  Presidio  data  was 

14  questionable,  or  was  all  the  Presidio  data  not  analyzed 

15  by  them,  or  what's  the  status,  I  guess?    So  somebody  in 

16  the  Army  should  have  that  information. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  NET  Laboratory 

18  investigated  by  EAP  is  still  under  investigation. 

19  There  is  not  any  other  information  to  say  about  them. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  we  don't  know  yet; 

21  they  haven't  gone  through  that  process? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  don't  know  anything 

23  about  it. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  think  it  might  be 

25  helpful  to  you  to  go  through  what  role  that  lab  played 
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rin  the  overall  section  --  the  primary  lab  (inaudible). 

2  I  think  a  number  of  people  don't  understand  what  role 

3  they  played  and  some  people  may  be  saying  does  that 

4  mean  there  aren't  any  data  that  might  not  be  questioned 

5  in  the  Presidio. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    What  I  understand  the 

7  role  that  NET  did  play  was  to  --  they  analyzed  overflow 

8  samples  from  the  South  Pacific  Division  Lab  which  had 

9  no  bearing  on  any  data  management  activities  going  on 

10  at  Presidio. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     If  you'll  allow  me 

12  to  embellish,  and  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong,  when  the 

13  Army  uses  the  Corps  of  Engineers  there  is  certain 

14  protocols  for  how  the  quality  of  assurance  and  quality 
15: control  of  data  is  conducted.    And  one  of  the  Corps' 
16  processes  --  and  please  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong  --  is 
1.7  up  to  a  certain  percentage  of  the  data  or  samples  are 
'IjS  left  collected  in  duplicate. 

19  Some  of  those  duplicates  go  to  the  Corps' 

20  laboratory,  I  believe,  in  Sausalito  since  they  get  more 

21  samples  than  they  can  handle,  and  some  of  those 

22  overthrow  samples,  and  these  would  be  duplicates  or 

°plicates.    Some  of  those  extra  capacity  that  the 
jrps'  lab  can't  handle  that  needs  to  have  done  in  a 
25  certain  time  frame,  they  contract  out  to  certain  labs 
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1  which  included  NET. 

2  So  even  if  these  data  were  totally  incorrect 

3  and  misinterpreted  and  bogus  that  the  lab  had 

4  completely  --  in  the  Corps'  case  if  the  scenario 

5  happened  and  the  lab  falsified  all  the  data,  then  that 

6  would/may  effect  some  of  the  data  certainly,  but  not 

7  data  that  was  recorded  in  the  data  tables  in  the  RI. 

8  Sometimes  it  appears  the  primary  lab  is  the 

9  one  that's  questioned.    That's  not  the  case  here,  so 

10  it's  not  maybe  as  central  to  the  RI  issues  as  -- 

11  fortunately  it's  not  as  central  as  it  could  have  been. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    That  clarifies  it  quite 

13  a  bit.    Thank  you. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Final  item  you  had, 

15  overall  bases  funding  issue  question. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  think  on  that  we 

17  talked  a  little  about  it,  and  I  think  what  we  were 

18  thinking  at  the  time  was  that  we  --  there  were  some 

19  people  that  thought  the  overall  funding  level  for  all 

20  closing  bases  was  not  being  kept  up  by  enough  via  the 

21  Congress  and  various  people  there.    Recently,  for 

22  example,  I  think  they  cut  the  DERA  funding  by  something 

23  like  20  percent,  and  that  seems  to  be  a  trend.  And 

24  there  was  some  discussion  on  what  type  of  actions  the 

25  board  might  want  to  take  on  that  type  of  situation. 
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1  So  I  thought  if  people  felt  that  we  should 

2  start  telling  Congress  we  want  you  finding  levels  of 

3  findings,  I  was  going  to  suggest  we  draft  up  a  letter 

4  saying  that,  and  that  people  could  sign  on  that  letter. 

5  And  if  there  was  enough  of  the  board  that  liked  it, 

6  maybe  we  could  make  it  an  official  motion  or  board 

7  action  that  we'd  like  the  levels  kept  reasonably  where 

8  we  could  get  sufficient  --  we're  told  all  the  time 

9  there  is  no  money,  so  things  are  going  to  have  to  slip, 

10  or  wait  a  long  time. 

11  So  if  people  were  interested  in  that  type  of 

12  thing,  I  thought  that  either  I  or  one  of  our  people 

13  that  likes  to  write,  like  maybe  Julia  or  somebody, 

14  might  go  ahead  and  draft  up  some  letters  and  start  that 

15  process.    I  think  it  goes  down  to  money,  and  money 

16  comes  from  Congress.    So  if  people  could  let  me  know  if 

17  they'd  consider  that  a  good  idea,  I'll  try  and  find 

18  somebody  or  myself  to  go  ahead  with  it. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  want  to  again  second 

20  that.    It's  important  for  two  reasons.    One  is  if  you 

21  ain't  got  the  money,  you  ain't  going  to  clean  up  the 

22  base.    Also,  Cal  EPA  gets  a  percentage  of  the  funds 

23  allocated  in  this  state  for  cleanup,  and  that  helps  pay 

24  for  public  participation.    Remedial  project  managers 

25  and  other  changes  Cal  EPA  does  on  behalf  of  the 
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1  cleanup.    It  also  helps  provide  additional  oversight  to 

2  the  process  and  so  maintains  reasonable  levels  for 

3  cleanup. 

4  Funding  for  cleanup  is  important  in  two 

5  different  ways,  not  just  direct  cleanup  funds,  but  make 

6  sure  the  state  is  an  active  partner  in  all  this.  I 

7  know  when  DSMOA  was  cut  by  40%  the  last  time,  the 

8  debate  at  --  the  internal  debate  on  the  agency  is  they 

9  were  going  to  cut  it  last  time  Romy's  chair  was  empty. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I  was  sick  them. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I  was  told  it  was 

12  something  different  from  Stan.    So  blame  your  boss.  So 

13  in  any  event  there  was  an  issue.    And  I  know  the  advice 

14  was  constant  because  of  lack  of  funding.    I  received  a 

15  letter  on  that  from  Stan  Felipe.    And  so  we  need  to 

16  keep  in  mind  these  are  important  issues. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  comments  on  this 

18  subject?    Any  additional  announcements  or  concerns? 

19  MR.  SCHMIDT:    One  thing  I  was  concerned 

20  about  this  evening,  Roberta  said  that  the  trust  will  be 

21  able  to  bypass      you  didn't  say  bypass,  but  they  would 

22  be  able  to  talk  directly  to  the  regulators.    And  does 

23  that  mean  they  will  be  able  to  make  cleanup  deals 

24  independent  of  this  group?    Will  they  join  this  group? 

25  Do  you  have  any  indication  how  they're  going  to  plug  in 
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1  to  this  situation? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    The  legislation  doesn't 

3  speak  specifically  to  the  Army's  restoration  program 

4  and  how  the  trust  will  be  involved  with  that.    And  I 

5  was  referring  to  the  issue  of  compliance  from  federal, 

6  state  and  local  laws  and  regulations.    The  trust  can 

7  directly  negotiate  with  the  regulators. 

8  What  it  will  do  specifically  with  respect  to 

9  being  involved  in  this  process  at  this  point,  I  don't 

10  know.    But  it  would  have  --  I  would  think  it  would  have 

11  the  ability  to  play  a  role  similar  to  the  role  the  Park 

12  Service  is  playing,  whether  it  would  choose  to  have  the 

13  Park  Service  or  take  it  on.    The  Park  Service  will 

14  still  be  involved  in  the  land  we  control. 

15  MR.  SCHMIDT:    So  they're  being  a  unilateral 

16  negotiator. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:  No. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  announcements, 

19  comments  or  questions?    Seeing  none,  thank  you  for  your 

20  participation.    The  meeting  is  adjourned. 
21 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY  OF  ALAMEDA 


) 

)  ss 


I,  JILLANNE  STEPHENSON,  a  Certified  Shorthand 
Reporter  8563,  do  hereby  certify: 

That  the  foregoing  proceeding  was  taken  before  me 
at  the  time  and  place  therein  named;  and 

That  the  same  was  taken  in  shorthand  by  myself,  and 
was  thereafter  transcribed  into  typewritten 
transcription. 

I  further  certify  that  I  am  a  disinterested  person 
to  said  action  and  in  no  way  interested  in  the  outcome 
thereof  no  connected  or  related  to  any  of  the  parties 
thereto. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and 
affix  my  of  iicio-l  -seaj^of  office  thji 


"J  I  LLAJWfE  -STEPHENSON 
ARK  REPORTING 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:      This    is  the 
regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the  Presidio  of  San 
Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board.      I'd  like  to 
welcome  all  of  you  to  our  meeting  tonight. 
Welcome,    to  the  community  members,    the  public,  the 
Army  contractors,   and  the  regulators.     And  thank 
you  to  Thomas  and  his  crew  for  helping  to  get  the 
meeting  and  the  setup  and  the  nice  hors  d'oeuvres, 
things  that  people  are  still  making  themselves. 

First  thing  that  we'd   like  to  do  tonight 
is  get  approval  of  the  agenda.      Are  there  any 
changes   or  additions  to  the  agenda? 

BOARDM EMBER  BAXTER:      First   of   all,  I 
had  Aaron  Glance,    from  U.C.    Berkeley,    call  me  up. 
They  have  done  a  bit  of  a  study  on  Mountain  Lake, 
and   if  we   can  give  them  some  time   at   this  meeting, 
or   the   next  meeting,    they'd   like   to   tell   us  the 
result   of   their   study.      I'd   like   to  put   it   on  the 
agenda.      They   said   it  would  take   approximately  10 
minutes  to  explain  it,    or  they  might  have  further 
information . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Is   that   okay  with 
everyone,    if  they  show  up,    that  we  give  these 
people  10  minutes  to  give  their  study  on  Mountain 
Lake? 
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All   right.      I   see   Item  No.    5   is  the 
announcement  of  the  community  co-chair  nominees. 
Perhaps  we  could  move  that  up  and  just  make  the 
announcement.      It's  not  going  to  take  very  long  to 
do  that.     Would  that  be  all  right  with  everyone? 
All  right.     Any  other  changes  or  additions?  All 
right.     Well,    is  there  any  old  business?     All  right 
then,   we're  at  the  announcement  of  community 
co-chair  nominees. 

There  are  three  nominees  that  I  was  going 
to  announce,    and  if  there  was  anyone  that  I  don't 
announce  that  thought  they  should  be  nominated, 
please  don't  be  hurt,   we'll  get  you  announced  right 
at  this  point.      The  nominees  that   I   have  for 
community  co-chair,    in  alphabetical   order,  are, 
Julia   Cheever,    Robert  Reinhard  and  Mark  Youngkin. 

So   I   understand  that  the  process  that's 
kind  of  ongoing  would  be  that  these   folks  would  now 
have  their  opportunity  to  talk  to  all  the  rest  of 
you   and  make  their  case.      We  would  have  an 
opportunity  at  the  next  agenda  for  them  to  give  a 
presentation,    short  presentation,    and  then  we  would 
vote . 

BOARDMEMBER   JEHOREK :       Is    there  a 
reason  why  they  can't  present  at  this  time? 
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BO ARDM EMBER   BAXTER :      The   reason  that 
we  set  it  up  now  is  so  people  would  have  a  Glance 
to  think.     If  people  think  they  can  make  their 
decision  tonight,   that's  up  to  them. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Is  there  any 
objection  to  voting  next  time?     It  is  really  a 
matter  of  what  the  Board  wants. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     Well,   the  only 
other  question  I  have  is,   what  is  the  current 
status  of  the  present  co-chair? 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      Well,  I've 
agreed  to  go  through  December. 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      My   concern  would 
be  that  once  we  get  into  December   for  voting  we 
might  have   less  of  a  quorum.      I'm  thinking  that  it 
might  be  a  good  time  to  move  because   in  December 
people   tend  to  disappear. 

BOARDMEMBER   POWERS:       It    seems   to  be 
that  the  draft  agenda  said  that  we  were  going  to  be 
electing,    or   it  says,    election  of  community 
co-chair.      So  this  was  publicized   in  advance. 
Seems  to  me   it  makes  sense  to  finish  the  job. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:  I  have  a  concern 
about  moving  this  fast.  Basically,  I  think  that  a 
number  of  us  had  some  concerns   about   issues  like 
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community  co-chair  coming  up  on  this  agenda.  I 
think,   we  think,    I  thought  it  was  premature.  I 
felt  like  people  needed  to  make  statements.  We 
need  those  individuals  who  were  placing  themselves 
before  the  body  for  election  to  make  their 
statements.     And  I  do  think  it's  important  to  have 
an  opportunity  where  people  can  make  a  statement, 
think  about  the  statement  they  were  going  to  make, 
have  a  Glance  for  us  to  talk  to  these  people,  and 
then  give  us  a  Glance  to  elect,    vote.      But   I  don't 
think  it's  appropriate  to  do   it  now. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Other  thoughts  on 

this? 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      One   side  is 
that   if  there's  some  concern  about  having  a  quorum 
next  time,    after  doing  what   Saul   is   saying,  to 
deliberate,    there   could  be   a  mailing  by  proxy,  or 
mail   in,    or   something   like  that   in  the  interim. 
And  so  maybe  that   issue  of  who  actually  appears  in 
December  won't  be   so  much   of   a  problem. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      Okay.      So  then 
I  move  that  we  vote.     We  present  at  this  meeting 
and  vote  at  the  next. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:  Second. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Discussion?  All 
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right.  All  those  in  favor  raise  your  hand. 
Opposed?  All  right.  It  passes.  I  guess  whether 
you're  prepared,  or  not  you're  going  to  be  forced 
to  speak.  How  much  time  do  we  want  to  give?  Two 
or  three  minutes,  something  like  that?  Should  we 
draw  straws  to  see  who  goes  first? 

BOARDMEMBER   CHEEVER:      Well,    I  am 
especially  interested  in  two  aspects  of  the 
operation  of  the  RAB .      One   is  communication  of 
information,    including  technical   information,    in  a 
way  that  people  feel  they  can  use   it.      And  the 
second   is   in  having  the  ability  to  operate 
effectively.      And  my  prospective  on  all  this  comes 
from  being  a  journalist  and  writer   interested  in 
communication  and  explanation,    and  as   someone  who 
has  been  involved  in  other  civic  activities,  and 
also   someone  who  cares   about  the  Presidio. 

As   far  as   communication  goes,    I'm  interested 
in  helping  to  make   sure  that   information  is 
presented   in  a  way  that  people   on  the  RAB, 
including  non-scientist,    feel  that  they  can  get  a 
grip  on  it  and  be  able  to  have  a  voice.     To  use  one 
example:      I'm  part  of  the  group  that   joined  the  RAB 
about  a  year  ago,    and  I've  been   learning  as  much  as 
I   can  and  I'm  still  finding   information,    some  of 
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which   is  given  to  me.      And  I'm  saying  to  myself,  I 
wish  I  had  known  that  sooner.     And  I  would  like  to 
use  that  perspective  to  make  sure  that  people  are 
connected  up  with  the  information  that  they  need 
from  all  the  resources  we  have,   which  includes  the 
Army,   the  technical  members,    and  the  knowledgeable 
members  of  the  RAB.      I'm  interested  in  conveying 
information  to  the  public. 

The  second  thing  about  the  Board  is  it's 
being  essential  and  effective.      I  have  a  strong 
personal  desire  to  have  these  Boards  be  a 
combination  of  efficiency,   being  democratic  and 
productive.      And  sometimes   it's  a  challenge  to  do 
all  those  things  together.      But  what   I  mean  by 
that,   making  sure  we  use  our  time  well,    and  we 
focus   on  the  most   important   issues   for  us   as   a  RAB 
to  work   on.      I've  been  very   impressed  with  the 
knowledge   and  the   effort  that   some  RAB  members  have 
been  putting   into  this  process,    and   I'd   like   to  see 
even  more  people  participate,    including  more  people 
coming  to   committee  meetings   and  being  as   useful  as 
possible.      I  think  sometimes  the  committee  can  be 
used  as  an  informal   study  session. 

So  these  are  some  of  my  goals   for  the 
RAB.      I  think  there  may  be  limits  to  what  any  one 
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person  as  a  co-chair  can  do,    and  that  for  the  RAB 
to  be  effective  means  that  we  all  have  to 
participate  and  work  together.      I  hope  people  will 
think  of  doing  that. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you. 

BOARDMEMBER   REINHARD:      Well,    I  think 
a   lot  of  you  know  about  me  and  my  ability  of  being 
co-chair,   or  having  been  the  co-chair  for  the  first 
year  and  a  half. 

My  perspective  and  concerns  are  a  little 
bit  different  than  Julia's.      I'm  concerned  that  we 
are  in  a  very  critical  phase.     This   is  the  time 
when  the  RI   is   finally  going  to  be  public,  the 
period  when  the  Feasibility  Study   for  the  Main 
Installation  is  going  to  be   in   its  public  comment 
period.      And   I'm  concerned  about  the   focus   of  our 
Board.      We're   called  the  Restoration  Advisory 
Board,    and  the   issue  before  us   is  how  to  channel  or 
advise   on  those  major  guestions,    of   the  degree, 
cause   and  scope   of  cleanup  that's   going  to   occur  at 
the  Presidio. 

I  think  one  of  the  things  that  we  have  to 
recognize  as  our  responsibility  is  that  having  been 
in  existence  now  for  well  over  two  years,    there  is 
a  certain  amount  of  maturity  and  experience  already 
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in  this  organization.      I  don't  discount  the  need  to 
continue  in  a  very  important  way,    the  learning  and 
information  focus.     But  in  order  for  us  to  be 
useful,    in  order  for  us  to  justify  our  existence  in 
the  next  period,   I  believe,   there  has  to  be 
emphasis  on  conveying  our  opinions  and  comments  on 
these  very  critical  questions. 

We've  already  experienced  some  of  the 
results  of  a  lot  of  decisions  that  have  happened 
during  the  last  year,   and  how  they  are  setting 
precedents  for  the  action  to  come,    and  in  order  to 
make  sure  that  this  Board  does  what   it   is  supposed 
to  do.     And,   by  the  way,    in  a  year  we  might  really 
be  out  of  a  job.      In  a  sense,    hopefully,    this  is 
the  time  to  act.      And  I  think  I'm  the  person  to  do 
that . 

Whether  this   a   speech   for  voting   for  me 
for  co-chair  or  not,    I  think  that  these   issues  need 
to   be  the   focus   of  this   Board,    and   something  for 
all   of   us   to  do   individually,    regardless   of  who  is 
holding  this  position. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you,  Bob. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Well,  I've 
been  a  member  of  this  Board  for  about  a  year  now 
and  it's  been  an  interesting  experience.  I've 
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enjoyed  working  with  everybody  at  the  table  here. 
I  don't  really  have  a  set  agenda  on  what  needs  to 
be  done  or  where  we  should  be  going.     I  feel  like  I 
can  work  with  everybody  and  I  understand  what  the 
issues  are.      I  know  this  is  a  critical  time  coming 
up.     There's  a  lot  of  work  to  be  done  and  a  lot  of 
us   are  going  to  have  to  work  together  and  come  up 
with  some  good  comments.      So  I   just  think  that  I'm 
comfortable  enough  now  to  grow   into  this  position. 
I'd  like  to  give  it  a  Glance.      So  that's  about  all 
I  have  to  say. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you.  Any 
questions   of   our   candidates   at  this  point? 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      One  question 
I'd   like  to  ask  for  the  record.      I  would   like  to 
ask  Jan  why  she  is  resigning  before  we  get  into  a 
discussion  about  the  three,    if  you  would. 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      I    said   I  was 
resigning,    and  the  reason   is  that   I   don't  agree 
with  the  Presidio  Trust.     And  I  don't  consider  it  a 
national  park  anymore.     And  regardless  of  what 
people  may  have,    in  fact,   understood,    I   just  don't 
feel  that  I'm  going  to  donate  my  time  to  a  park 
that  is  a  corporation/development  agency,  whatever 
it  turns  out  to  be.     So  that's  why  I'm  resigning, 
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in  case  anybody  else  wants  to  know. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      So  we  can  move  on 
with  the  next  item. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:      How  would  you 
define  the  duty  of  the  community  co-chair? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Perhaps  the  two 
previous  co-chairs  would  define  what  they  consider 
to  be  the  duty. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     One  of  the  main 
things  that  you  try  to  do  is  to  solicit  agenda 
items   from  other  people  on  the  RAB,    as  well   as  for 
the  Army.      And  you  try  to  make  a  workable  agenda  so 
we  can  cover   issues  that  are   important.  I've 
tried,    probably  with  various  degrees   of   success,  to 
encourage  the  participation  of  as  many  members  as 
possible,    in  part,    by  looking  for  opportunities  to 
participate   in  things  that  I  think  might  catch 
their  interest. 

I   think  also  you  need  to  keep   in  mind 
opportunities  to  reach  out  to  the  community   in  some 
ways,    like  Julia  has  been  very  good  at  doing 
newsletters;   and  Doug  has  written  some,    I  know. 
And  to  foster  those  duties;   as  a  co-chair  it's 
really  up  to  the  individual  people  to  some  extent, 
or   for  the  most  part,    to  try  and  encourage  this. 
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I   also  have  tried  a  couple  of  times  to  bring 
in  a  little  bit  of  an  educational  component,  which 
some  old  members  of  the  RAB  perhaps  didn't  need, 
but  it  was  with  various  degrees  of  success.      It's  a 
very  different  process,    as  Julia  alluded  to,  to 
bring  people  up  to  speed  with  some  technical 
knowledge.      I  made  a  few  attempts  on  that,    so  I 
think,    in  general,   that's  probably  what  I  think  of 
a  co-chair  as  doing.     And  I  sent  around  agendas  for 
the  community  to  let  people  know  there  is  an  issue 
being  discussed.      As  Julia  mentioned,  attendance 
could  be  improved. 

BOARDM EMBER   REINHARD:      Well,    I  just 
want  to  mention  that  our  Charter  does  have  an 
itemized   list  of   some  of  the  responsibilities  of 
the  community  co-chair.      And  maybe   from  the 
Charter,    what  I  would  ask,    specifically,    I  guess, 
in  addition  to  the  Charter,    I  think   it   is  important 
for  the  community  co-chair  to  pass  on  to  the  RAB 
members   things   that  are  kind   of   buried   and  some 
things  that  are  not  always   immediately  available  at 
RAB  meetings.      And  I  did  that  by  faxing  or 
notifying  RAB  members  about  events  that  were  going 
on . 

As   I   sort  of   indicated   in  what   I  was 
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saying,    I  think  there  is  a  little  bit  of  a 
directional   impulse  or  motive  to  being  a  community 
co-chair,   remaining  substantively  neutral,  but 
trying  to  prioritize  or  highlight  ideas,    sites  or 
events  that  need  to  be  acted  upon.     And  I  think  the 
best  way  to  do  that  is  to  periodically,  especially 
with  the  Park  Service,    list  what's  hot,  what's 
going  on,   what  do  we  need  to  do  today,    and  make 
sure  that  those  things  come  in  the  right  order 
before  the  Board. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Any  other 

guest ions? 

BOARDM EMBER   GIRARDOT:       I'd    like  to 
ask  Rob  Reinhard  if  working  for  the   law  firm  of 
Morrison   &   Forester,    if  Morrison   &   Forester  has  any 
clients  that  are  present  tenants  or  potential 
tenants   of   the  Presidio,    and,    if   that,    in   any  way, 
would   impact  your   feelings?      If   that  would  impact 
your  functioning  as  a  community  co-chair,    in  that 
the   community  co-chair  does  have   a   definite  purpose 
in  prioritizing  agenda  items. 

BOARDM EMBER  REINHARD:      I'm  not  guite 
sure  I  understand  your  guestion.      But  if  you're 
getting  at  conflict,   there  is  none.      For  example, 
our  past  co-chair  was  with  the  Regional  Water 
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Quality  Board  staff,    then  in  charge  of  the 
Presidio.      So  to  the  extent  that  that  was  not  a 
conflict,    I  think  that  I  don't  have  a  conflict. 
And  I  think  everyone  on  the  Board  represents 
somebody.      I  represent  the  Golden  Gate  National 
Park  Association,   which,    as  far  as  I  know,    is  the 
only  tenant  that  Morrison  &  Forester  is  associated 
with.      I  don't  know  all  the  tenants,    but  I  don't 
think  there  are  any  other  tenants  that  they  are 
associated  with. 

So  I  go  back  to  what  I  have   said  before. 
In  my  first  year  and  a  half  as  co-chair,    I  tried  to 
get  a  very  straight   line  between  any  position  on 
what  a  cleanup  remedy  should  be  when  I  was  speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  entity  that  I'm  representing  on 
the  Board,    and  when  I  did  something  as  co-chair  to 
notify  people.      That's  why   I   have   said  that 
prioritizing  something  that  I  wouldn't  do,    but  I 
thought  the  Park  Service  should  be  giving  direction 
to  us   for,    and   I  would  help  to  facilitate. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Okay.  Anything 
else?     All  right.      Thanks  to  the  presenters  for 
making  your  comments,   and  we'll   look  forward  to  the 
next  meeting. 

Item  No.    4,    Presentations  and  Discussion. 
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The   first  one   is  the  update  on  the  RI  with  John 
Buck . 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      We  had   an  RPM 
meeting  this  morning  where  we  went  over  a  lot  of 
issues  relating  to  the  RI  report.     We're  tying  to 
get  closure  to  move  forward.      Some  of  those  things 
also  touched  on  risk  assessment,    the  DEH  area.  A 
lot  of  the  same  approaches  used  there  were  used  for 
the  main  assessment.      Some  items  we  discussed  very 
briefly,    others  more   in-depth.      The  hexachromium 
water  in  soil. 

The  approach  we're  going  to  use  is 
actually  similar  to  the  approach  we  used   in  the 
last  RI  where  we  detected  chromium   in  groundwater. 
We're  going  to  make  the  assumption  that   it  is 
hexachromium  from  the  standpoint  of  the  risk 
assessment.      In  the   soil   --  we  have   soil  samples 
which  distinguish  the  percentage   of   the   soil  which 
is  hexachromium  versus  tr i-hexachromium . 
Hexachromium  is  considered  a  carcinogenic,  where 
tr i-hexachromium  is  not.      So   it  has  an  affect  on 
the  risk  assessment   if  the  cap   is   like  that.  We 
have  also  briefly  touched  base  on  ambient  values 
and  how  we're  now  going  to  be  working  on 
determining  each  site  or  potential  contaminants  of 
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concern  by  basing  that  on  a  comparison  of  ambient 
values  that  have  been  calculated. 

BOARDMEMBER   BALL:      Back  to 
hexachromium .     Did  you  say  that  if  you  detected 
chromium  in  the  soil  and  water,   you  assume  it's 
hexachromium? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      In  water  versus 
water,   yes.     In  soil,   we  have  a  percentage  based  on 
samples  we  found  versus  total  chromium,   and  we're 
going  to  use  that  percentage  in  our  calculation  for 
soil . 

Another  thing  we  talked  about,    and  this  is 
where  we  touched  base  on  the  DEH  area, 
bio-accumulation  factors.     And  what  these  are 
essentially  telling  us   is  how  certain  substances 
bio-accumulate   in   food  chains.      In   other  words, 
they  concentrate  at  the   lower  end  of  the   food  chain 
like   in   earthworms,    and  then  birds   eat  the 
earthworms;    it  can  concentrate.      Then  you  get  to 
raptors  who  eat  birds.      See,    we've  been   looking  at 
these  bio-accumulation  factors.  Bio-accumulation 
factors   involve  a  lot  of  literature.     Review  of 
studies  that  are  out  there  frequently  are  not 
studies   of  particular  receptors  or  animals  that 
we're   looking  at   in  your  risk  assessment.      You  have 
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to  look  at  each  related  species  and  so  forth.  It's 
a  very   labor-intensive  effort. 

I  don't  know  what  the  official  group  is,  but 
the  regulatory  agency  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
have  formed  what  we  call  a  Biological  Action  Team, 
so  to  speak,   who  have  been  feeding  us  some  of  the 
benefits,    some  of  their  research  that  they  have 
been  doing  recently.      So  we've  been  taking  their 
studies   into  consideration. 

Recently  we  received  from  the  EPA  an 
earthworm  study  that  we  are  putting  into  our 
calculations.     We  also  received  a  mercury  study. 
And  so  for  the  ecological   study  we'll  be  looking 
now  at  soil   ingestion,    dermal  contact  with  the 
soil,    how  soil  absorbs   substances;    and  also  the 
ingestion  of  earthworms  will  all  be   factored  into 
the  ecological  risk  assessment. 

All   this   is  taking  time,    more  time  than  we 
anticipated.      We  originally  hoped  to   get   a  document 
out   in  early  November  or  December,    but   it  looks, 
realistically,    more   like  a  mid-January  time  frame 
when  we   can  actually  get   a  document. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      I   have  a 
question  about  what  you  are  just  describing.      If  I 
have  understood  you  right,    those  studies,    or  the 
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other  information,   go  to  the  question  of  ecological 
risk  to  birds  or  mammals.     But  there's  also  a 
question,    especially  pointing  at  the  DEH  area, 
about  risk  to  plants  from  lead.     And  what  can  you 
tell  us  that  is  going  forward  to  move  on  that 
question? 

BOARDM EMBER  BUCK:      Okay.      We've  also 
done  a  similar  literature  search  for  lead  in 
plants.     And  we've  come  up  with  a  number  of 
studies.      Again,    a   lot  of  them  are  not  related  to 
species  that  we  actually  see  on  the  Presidio.  A 
lot  of  them  were  done  on  commercial   crops;  lettuce, 
wheat  and  rice.     There  is  a  red  oak  study;    it's  one 
of  the  few  tree  species  that  we  actually  got 
information  on.     But  we  have  also  looked  at  plants, 
in   addition  to,    as  we  said,    mammals.      Birds  and 
plants,    basically,    are  what  we're   looking  at. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      So  you're  not 
ready  to  propose   a   number   for  plants  yet? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Well,    that  same 
number  that  we  had  looked  up,    the  range  of   --  I 
think  the  study,   as  I  recall  from  our  discussion 
this  morning,    ranged  anywhere  from  250  to  a 
thousand,    as  far  as  effects  on  plants.     And  the 
effects  vary.      Few  of  them  are   lethal   effects.  And 
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again,   the  conditions  are  very  different  from  what 
we  have  out  there.     Some  of  them  were  done  in 
aesthetic  soil,    soil  which  makes  the  heavy  metals 
much  more  toxic.      So  you  have  to  take  that  into 
account . 

The  numbers  on  the  other  receptors  really 
range.      There's  a  wide  variety  of  effects  anywhere 
from         we  had  one  study  show,    in  effect,   down  to 
2.5  parts  per  million.     We  have  others  well  over  a 
thousand,   up  to,    I  think,    8,000.      Some  of  these 
receptors  are  much  more  sensitive  than  others. 

In  the  DEH  area   it  appears  that  the  most 
sensitive  receptor  is  the  American  robin,  based 
upon  how  it  feeds.      It  basically  eats  a   lot  of 
earthworms   so   it  has  a   lot   of   soil    ingestion   in  its 
diet,    as  well.      All  of  the  other  receptors  seemed 
to  be  much  less  sensitive  to  that.      So  I  think 
we'll   find  this  throughout  the   Presidio.  Certain 
receptors  will  be  the  driver. 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      What   was  the 
number  for  the  American  robin? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Well,    we   did  quite 
a   few  estimates  and  we  have  what  we  call   "no  Ls"  or 
no  effects.      In  "low  Ls,"   lowest  observable 
effect.     And  again,   we  don't  have  actually  a  study 
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from  robins  themselves.     We  have  them  from  quail 
and  a  lot  of  other  studies.     We  come  up  with  a  wide 
range  of  numbers  and  evaluations. 

We  subjected  this  data  to  what  we  call 
Monte  Carlo  simulations.     Just  to  give  you  an  idea 
of  the  range  again,   we  get  into  --  I  can't  even 
explain  it.     What  we  use  is  a  triangular  or  a 
lognormal  distribution  which  really  affects  what 
your  numbers  are.     But  just  again,    no  Ls,    for  one 
particular  study  was  done   from  2.77,    and  we  had  a 
low  L  up  to  860.      So  just  showing  you  how  widely 
these  numbers  range. 

So  what  you  have  to  do   is  take  the  weight 
of  evidence  that  you  develop  with  all  these  study 
factors   in  with  how  protective  you  think   it  is 
appropriate  to  be,    and  try  to   arrive   at   a  number. 
It's  not  easy.      They're  not  going  to  claim  it  is, 
as  most   of   the  people  sitting  around   this   table  can 
attest.      It's  quite  difficult.      And  we're  still 
working  on  that  factor,    and  we're  going  to  have 
further  discussions  tomorrow. 

BO ARDM EMBER  BALL :      I   guess  what  I'm 
hearing  is  that  you're  not  in  a  position  where  you 
really  have  gotten  to  a  number  yet. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      We   don't   have  a 
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number  yet.     We're  attempting  to  make  some 
determinations  tomorrow.      I  think  from  the  Army's 
perspective,   they  found  that  a  number  of  470  or  a 
480  range  would  be  appropriate.      But  we  do  not  have 
a  number  at  this  time. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:     What  are  the 
ranges  referring  to  lead  in  that  area  now,    in  the 
soil? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     We  have  several 
hot  spots;    a  range  above   1000,    then   it  drops  down. 
Actually,   most  of  the  concentrations   are  probably 
in  one  to  300,    I'd  say.     We  have  a  few  hot  spots 
really   in  the   1200  range,    as   I   recall.  Actually, 
even  above   1000.      I  think  Building  286   is  where  we 
have  a  majority  of  our  hits  above   1000.      I  think 
there's  about  two  or  three  of  those. 

BOARDMEMBER   JEHOREK:       It's  all 
lead-base  paint? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    in   the  286 
area   it  was  an  area  where  they  had  an  operation 
which  salvaged  metal  parts,    things   like  that.  I've 
seen  things   like  refrigerators  out  there.      I  don't 
think   it's  necessarily  lead-base  paint   in  that 
area.      We  didn't  actually  dig  up  chunks  of  debris, 
so  to  speak.     My  impression  over  the  year  is  that 
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it's   just  through  the  maintenance  activities. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      And  another 
thing,    are  there  other  drivers   in  that  area,  let's 
say,    for  the  metal  refinishing?     Is  that  the  place 
where  you're  getting  your  1000  hits  and  stuff?  Are 
there  other  things  like  controls  and  other  factors 
that  would  require  you  to  clean  that  up,    because  of 
that  you'd  end  up  cleaning  the  lead  up?     In  other 
words,    is  there  a  way  we  can  get  to  this? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     It's  more  just  the 
opposite  of  that.     The  vast  majority  of  the  problem 
is  the   lead,    and  in  the  area,    primarily,    where  we 
get  the  lead  out,    so  to  speak.     We  actually  address 
the  other  metals.     There  may  be  several 
exceptions.     There's  also,    in  the  DEH  area, 
pesticides  not   located  in  the  highs,    but  a   few  high 
zinc  hits   that  were   located;    copper,    I  believe. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      One   of  the 
things  we  tried  to  do   is  do   some  rudimentary  work. 
And   in   some  cases  the   zinc  does   seem  to  correlate 
in  the   leads.      And   in  those  cases   they  probably  had 
a   common   source  or  a  common  type   of   source,  some 
areas  of  elevated  copper,    so  that's  probably  a 
different  source.      So  to  some  extent,    as  part  of  a 
work  group,   we've  been  trying  to  find  easier  ways 
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to  resolve  this  problem.      In  that  regard,  that's 
what  we've  done  there,    avoid  the   lead   issue,  which 
we  have  been  struggling  with. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      Is  there  also 
an  intention  to  have  one  number  just  staying  with 
lead  for  ease  of  discussion?     Is  there  an  intent  to 
have  one  number  for  this  whole  site? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      That's  the 
idea.     There  would  be  a  single  number  or  any 
particular  component  so  that  the  field  crew,  those 
doing  the  cleanup,    have  a  very  clear  and 
understandable  target  for  which  the  excavation 
would  occur. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      Could  there 
probably  be  other  alternatives?     Let's   say  you  have 
one  number,    but  at  each  site  some  place  where  it's 
like  the   lower   100   versus   at  the  places  where  it's 
at   1000  plus. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      At   this  time 
we   crafted  the  range   of   alternatives   to   be  the  same 
with  the  assumption  they're  relatively  similar  and 
that  if  excavation  is  appropriate  at  one  area,  it 
would  be  appropriate  at  another  area.     That's  how 
this  has  been  crafted.     And  because  of  the 
proximity  of  each  site,    a  decision  was  made  early 
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on  not  to  cap  part  of  it  and  excavate  part  of  it. 
That  didn't  seem  to  capture  the  best  of  both 
worlds.  And  the  review  in  that  area  is  going  to  be 
the  same  throughout.  So  to  the  degree  that  capping 
is  for  one  site,  it  would  be  presumed  to  be  for  the 
others.  Now  that's  something  that  comes  through  in 
the  analysis. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK :      Towards  that 
end  then,   what  time  line  are  you  operating  out  of 
for  resolution  for  coming  up  with  a  number?  What's 
your  time   line  for  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      I'm   going  to 
pass  that  over  to  John. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      We're  going  to 
hammer  at  it  tomorrow.     Perhaps  that's  not  going  to 
be  successful. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      But   then  for 
the   other   contaminants   that's   going  to  come 
sometime   in  the   future?      You   said   it  might   be  a 
week  or  two? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      I'd   say   early  next 

week . 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      If  you're  going 
to  have  the  PCB  talking  about  this  number,  my 
impression,    in  earlier  times,   was  that  during  an 
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ecological  risk  assessment  you  identified  your 
resources  that  you  wanted  to  protect,  found 
information  that  gave  you  an  idea  of  what  levels 
would  be  protective  of  them,    and  assess  your  level 
in  that  manner.     What  I'm  hearing  discussed  here 
doesn't  quite  fit  that  scenario. 

I  have  a  couple  of  questions  for  both  EPA 
and  DTSC.      I  think  John  sort  of  stated  the  Army's 
viewpoint  on  whether  or  not  that's  the  concept 
that's  being  followed,    or   if  there  was   some  other 
kind  of  approach,    such  as  a  risk-based  approach  or 
some  kind  of  mitigating  factor   in  setting  those 
numbers . 

BO ARDM EMBER  FUENTES :      What  we've  done 
is  more  complicated.     There's  two  processes  that 
are  kind  of   needed  to  be  decided.      First   one   is  the 
risk  range  which   is  based  on   scientific  studies, 
analyses,    and  all   that.      And  that  would  involve 
giving   a   range,    the  Army  giving  us   a   range  of 
values   based  on  end  points   and  based   on  a  model 
using  a  computer  simulation,    the  Monte  Carlo 
analysis.      Second  part   is  management  decision, 
which  is  bounded  by  the  NCP  criteria.      So  we 
haven't  done  the  risk-management  decision  yet. 
We'll   attempt  to  do  that  tomorrow. 
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BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      Will  that 
decision  be  bounded  on  the  most  sensitive  species? 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES  %       Yes.      We  have 
identified  receptors  that  are  the  most  sensitive 
species  out  there.     That's  why  most  of  the  study 
concentrated  on  the  bird  species. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     Romy  kind  of 
covered  it.     We  did  take  into  account  the  American 
robin  in  our  analyses,    but  that's  not  the  only 
species . 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      But   you'll  also 
follow  in  your  management  decision  the  protection 
of  the  most  sensitive  species? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      Yes.      It's   kind  o 
hard  to  know  if  you've   identified  the  most 
sensitive  species.      And  then  you  have  to  decide 
once  you  make   a  decision  which   is   the  most 
sensitive.      Then  you've  got  to  decide  what   level  o 
protectiveness   is  appropriate  for  that  species. 
That's   just  as  hard   as   finding  a   correct  species. 
So  we're  going  to  have  further  discussions  on  that 
tomorrow . 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      Okay.  Thank 

you . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      So   I   guess  we've 
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been  talking  about  Items  No.   A  and  B  here.  Okay. 
Update  on  the  RI  and  the  DEH.     Are  there  other 
comments  that  we're  going  to  be  making?  Or 
questions  about  those  items? 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :  Is  the  number 
that's  going  to  be  used  for  the  action  level  going 
to  be  used  on  the  entire  base? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     We  actually  had 
some  discussion  on  that  today.      These  studies  that 
we're   looking  at  are  the  same  studies  we   looked  at 
in  place.      The  analysis  that  we  went  through,  that 
is   independent  site-specific  data.      It  is  studies 
independent  from  the  Presidio,    so  to   speak.  So 
those   studies  are  not  going  to  change.      There  was 
some  discussion  today,    though,    as  we  risk  managers 
come  up  with  a  cleanup  number  whether   it's  more 
appropriate  to  have  one  number   or,    in   fact,  have 
several   numbers,    for   lack  of   a  better  term, 
depending   on,    for   instance,    if  we're   at   a  site 
where  --  residential,    for   instance.      A  residential 
area  might  be  more   appropriate.      Well,    in  that 
case,    we  definitely   look  at  the  residential  health 
number  versus  a  recreational  number. 

And  then  also  we  have  to   look  at  the 
ecological  receptor  for  that  study.      So  I  don't 
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think  we  actually  came  to  a  conclusion  today  as  to 
what  approach  we're  going  to  use.      I   think  we  still 
have  further  debate  and  discussion  on  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLERO Y :       Because  it 
wasn't  that  way  with  some  of  the  earlier  studies 
where  we  said  at  first  we  had  decided  between  the 
residential  and  the  recreational  scenarios.  The 
third  one  was  even  less  stringent  and  we  ended  up 
going  with  the  most  stringent  criteria,   which  was 
the  residential.      In  some  cases   it  just  sort  of 
seems  a  little  surprising,   because  in  a 
recreational  situation  you  might  find  an  even  more 
intense  use  of  a  certain  area.      But   I   guess  that 
comes  out  of  other  types  of  studies.      Is  all  this 
almost  a  moot  point?     Aren't  the  drivers  the  human 
risks? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      No.  Actually, 
more  particularly   in  metals,    the  ecological 
receptors   seem  to  be  more  sensitive  than  humans. 
You  can't  make  a  blanket  statement  that  the  human 
number   is   the  most  restrictive.      It   depends   on  the 
substance  and  your  scenario,    recreational  versus 
residential . 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :      Isn't  the 
cleanup  of  how  deep  you  have  to  go  to  the  cleanup? 
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Isn't  that  one  of  the  different  drivers? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Ecological 
generally  looks  at  the  first  three  feet,  where 
recreational  scenario  goes  to  three  feet  along 
Crissy  Field,    and  shallower  depths  when  we  hit  the 
land.      I  think  the  residential  scenario  anticipates 
you  could  possibly  go  down  10  feet.      So  you  have  to 
factor  in  all  those  factors  when  you  come  up  with 
these  numbers. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      That   lead   --  I 
know  one  of  my  comments  on  the  RI  was  the  dust 
coming  up,    sort  of  the  dust  storms  along  the  more 
barren  areas.      Are  there  any  studies  that  reflect 
that? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Well,    based  upon 
soil   ingestion  and  dermal   contact,    we   found  that 
those  were   by   far  the  more  predominate  factors 
related  to   inhalation   in  the  risk   assessment,    so  we 
did   look   at  that.      But  we   found   other  factors. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      Do   you  feel 
there's  any  factor  where  the  contaminants  will  have 
a   situation  where  they  will  become  more 
concentrated  over  time?     Is  there  a  situation  you 
know  with  lead,   particularly,   where  maybe  you  don't 
have  a  hot  spot  now,    but  because  of  the  chemical 
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characteristics  or  density  it  might  concentrate  in 
places  down  the  line? 

BOAR DM EMBER   BUCK:      Well,    I    don't  know 
a  case  where  the  contaminants  would  lob  together, 
for  lack  of  a  better  term,   but  the  concentrations 
in  the  food  chain  are  evaluated  in  the  ecological 
risk,   and  the  bio-accumulation  hopes  to  address 
that.     It  tries  to  do  some  food-web  modeling. 

And  again,   you  anticipate  that  the  soil 
has  certain  amount  of  concentrations,    and  the 
earthworms  are  going  to  get  certain  amount  of 
concentrations   from  the  soil;   the  robins  are  going 
to  get  a  certain  amount  of  concentration  from  the 
earthworms;   the  peregrine  falcon  will  get  a  certain 
amount  of  concentration  from  the  robin.      So  it's 
assimilated  up  the   food  chain.      So   that   type  of 
analysis  hopes  to  account   for  that.      So  there's 
where  you  get  concentrations.      The   fact  where  the 
metal   over  time  will  concentrate,    we  don't  really 
factor  that  in. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :      Thank  you. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:      John,    could  you 
remind  us  what  the  City  Health  Department  limits 
are   for  children   in  residential   areas   for  lead? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Generally,  the 
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EPA's  number   is   400   for  that,    what  we  call  their 
PRGs  for  residential. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:      I  vaguely  recall 
quotes  of  245.     I  wonder  where  that  came  from? 

BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:      The   City  and 
State  probably  have  a  playground  number.      I  can 
research  that;   that's  not  a  problem. 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:      One  more 
question  of  Romy  and  Michael.      It's  occurred  to  me, 
I   didn't  really  ask   it,    but  I  was   curious  to  know 
from  each  of  you  whether  or  not  you  would 
anticipate  that  medium  number  within  the  range, 
like  John  was  talking  about?     What  medium  numbers 
would  protect  the  sensitive  species? 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES :  Medium 

numbers? 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      Well,  like 
John's   400  was   the  example  he  used   of   the   lead.  My 
question  was  whether  or  not  the  state  and  the 
federal  government  agencies   felt  that  that  would  be 
likely.      I'm  not  going  to   say  that  you  have  to  make 
a  definite  call  based  on  what  you  know  right  now. 
What  would  be   likely  to  protect  the  most  sensitive 
species? 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES:      We're   using  the 
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analyses  that  they  presented.      And   it  also  should 
be  based  on  the  range   in  no  Ls  and  the   low  Ls .  If 
we're  protective  within  low  Ls  and  the  no-effect 
level,   then  that  would  be  acceptable.      It's  not 
based  on  the  medium;    it's  based  on  established 
numbers . 

BOARDM EMBER  BAXTER:     Well,  Michael, 
I'll  let  you  answer. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      I  don't  know.  The 
way  the  National  Contingency  is,   the  regulation 
behind  the  EPA  says  that  you  make  a  decision  and 
the  decision  has  to  be  protective,    but   it  does  not 
have  to  be  protective  of   100  percent  of  all 
organisms  of  the  most  sensitive  species.      So  that's 
measured  on  where,   under  the  regulation,  it's 
acceptable  to  have  one  cancer   incident   in  a 
million,    and  whether   or   not   everyone  personally 
finds   that   acceptable.      So  our   decision  will 
probably  not  be   100  percent  protective   on  all 
organisms  of  all   species.      Is  that  what  you  mean  my 
medium? 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:       I    think  I 
probably  wasn't  clear  at  what  I  was  trying  to  get 
at,   which  is,   how  big  a  difference  there  was.  The 
medium  is  a  good  number  to  go  with,    and  what  the 
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state  and  federal  agencies  thought  would  be  the 
kind  of  number  that  would  be  protective  of  your 
sensitive  species.     Like  how  big  of  a  number  cap  do 
we  have  here? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:       I  think 
there  has  been  some  exploration  of  trying  to  find 
actuals.     And  so  for  animals,   one  of  the  concepts 
that's  been  talked  about  is  to  create  a  range  of 
the  no  Ls,    and  the  low  Ls ,   which  are  the  levels  of 
the  lowest  observable  effect  levels.     And  in  those 
ranges,    trying  to  explore  how  uncertain  a 
particular  number   is,    and  create  a  range   for  that 
uncertainty,    so  you  can  say  that  the  number  that  is 
reported  to  be  certain.      Because  all   the  underlying 
certainty   is   fussier  than  a  single  number  appears. 
And   in  taking  those  ranges,    look  at  the  high  end  of 
the  no-observed  effect   level,    the   90th  percentile 
of   that   range,    and  use  that   as   a  measure  to  be 
below  the   low  L  range. 

BOARDMEMBER   BAXTER:      And   based  upon 
what  you  know  and  what  you  have   discussed   so  far, 
would  that  be  100,    200,    500?     How  big  a 
difference? 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG:       It's    in  the 
range  of   495   for  animals. 
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BOARDM EMBER   BAXTER:      Would   that  cover 
all  the  species  that  are  at  DEH? 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG:      The   way  it 
has  been  talked  about  so  far,  yes. 

BOARDMEMBER   JEHOREK:       Last  part. 
What's  our  next  action  based  on  your  next  planned 
action?     You're  meeting  tomorrow,   and  you're  hoping 
to  resolve  the  number  issue  in  the  next  week  or  two 
weeks? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      And   then  what 
do  we  expect  from  there,    as  a  Board? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     We're  working  on 
this  decision  number  in  the  DEH  area.  These 
numbers   are  to  be  incorporated   into  that  document 
that   is   still  going  through  some  review  and 
revisions.      And  then  that  will  be,    I'm  sure, 
provided  to  the  Board  here   for   their  review. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :      If   John  makes 
the   schedule  and  there  are  no   other  additional 
issues   that  are   identified,    and  we've  been  talking 
about  this  for  a  couple  of  times,    can  you  give  some 
idea,    or  can  we  anticipate  to  resolve  these  issues 
in  the  next  couple  of  weeks? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      It   will   take  a 
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week  or  two  to  get  that   incorporated,    at  which 
point  a  draft  document  will  be  available  for  public 
comment,    just  like  the  EE/CA  went  through.  Tonight 
there  was  a  public  meeting  before  the  RAB  meeting. 
It  will  be  no  sooner  than  January's  RAB  meeting. 
We  don't  have  time  now  to  get  it  into  the  December 
time  frame. 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK;      And  that  would 
include  the  agency  decision,    or  not? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      This  would  be  the 
proposed  decision  so  we  can  see  what  the  proposed 
levels  are.      If  there  are  no  public  comments,  it 
would  be  what  everyone  would  be  happy  with. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      Brian   has  been 
very  accommodating  already   in  making  the  draft 
document  available  now.      So  there  are  blanks,  like 
what's   the   lead  number,    and  a   couple   of  other 
blanks.      But  there's  also  a   lot   in  there  now  and, 
of   course,    it's  all  subject  to  change.      But  I  don't 
think  I'm  speaking  out  of  turn  when  I   say  Brian  has 
been  eager  to   share  the  draft  document.      And   if  you 
don't  want  to  wait  until  January  to   see  all  the 
blanks  filled  in,   that's  certainly  here. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      There's  also 
been  several  members  of  the  RAB  who  have 
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participated  in  this  who  are  also  present,    so  if 
you  would  like  to  talk  to  somebody  who's  been 
there,   other  than  the  Army  or  the  Park  Service  or 
the  regulators,   this  is  an  opportunity  to  talk  to 
one  of  the  RAB  members  and  see  what's  going  on  at 
those  meetings  and  to  help  with  the  process  earlier 
rather  than  later. 

BOARDMEMBER   BALL:      And   who    is  that? 
Who  are  those  RAB  members? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I    am,    and  Mark 

Youngkin . 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      Are   you  going  to 
be  able  to  go  to  the  meeting  tomorrow? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Well,    it  doesn't 
appear  that  we've  been   invited  to  that  meeting. 
The  way   it  was  put  together,    we  have   gone  through 
that   range  of   numbers  and  the  process   of  how  to  get 
to   a   number.      And  as  Romy   said,    a   range  was 
presented  and  then   it  will   be  put   to   the  Army,  the 
EPA  and  DTSC  to  decide. 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      Let   me  comment 
about  that  since  I   also  attended  these  workshops 
and  meetings.     First  of  all,    from,    I  guess,   my  own 
point  of  view,   the  most  important  thing  about  the 
draft  --   I'm  calling  it  the  draft  DEH  document  -- 
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is  not  so  much  this   lead  number,    but  the  selection 
of  various  remedies  that  have  been  discussed.  And 
I  think  they  have  been  broadly  outlined  in  terms  of 
level  of  excavation  below  the  water   line  and  how 
it  affects  the  bay. 

And  so,   as  far  as  my  own  participation  in 
terms  of  my  being  able  to  get  away  to  attend  these 
marathon  sessions  about  robins,    I've  tried  to  focus 
on  being  efficient  in  terms  of  participating  when  I 
could  on  those  things.     And  so  I  personally  made 
the  decision  that  the  further  discussions  about 
ecological  risks  are  something  that   I   don't  mind 
waiting  to  see. 

In  other  words,   when  I   said  that  it's 
interesting  to  read,   what's  already  available,  I'd 
say  99   percent  of  that  document   is   already  drafted 
as   far   as   the  people  up  at  the   front   of   the  table 
are   concerned.      So   it's   already  guite  interesting. 
There   are   some  blanks  which   it's   going  to  be 
torture  to  fill  in. 

I   just  mention  that   in  order  to  give  some 
personal   feedback  about  whether  we're  missing 
something  crucial  or  missing  something  critical. 
And  maybe  Mark  is  also  able  to  fill   in  tomorrow. 
He's  attended  some  of  the  meetings,    and  I  know 
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Scott  Miller,   when  he  was  around,    attended  some  of 
them . 

BOARDM EMBER  WILKINS:      In   the  RPM 
meeting,   we  talked  about  the  various  technical 
aspects  of  the  cleanup  program  here  on  a  given  site 
about  specific  issues.     Whether  it's  risk 
assessment  issues  or  groundwater  issues,  regulatory 
analysis,   and  all  those  types  of  things  are 
discussed  at  the  RPM  meetings.     The  BRAC  cleanup 
team  is  the  actual  decision-making  body  which 
governs  that  and  consists  of  the  Army,   which  is 
myself,    Romy  from  DTSC,    and  Michael   from  EPA.  The 
BRAC  cleanup  team  is  a  decision-making  body  which 
also  represents  the  agencies  which  are  signatories 
to  documents,    and  as  such  is  entitled  to  the 
opportunity  to  make  decisions  on  the  documents.  Up 
to  this   point,    the  public  has  had   an  opportunity, 
through  the   course  of   the  RPM  meetings,  for 
participation  in  the  scientific  range  of  values 
that  we   are  going  to  use  here   in  the   DEH  area  for 
plants   and  human  health.      And   it's   up  to  the  BRAC 
cleanup  team  in  our  meeting  tomorrow  to  actually 
determine,    based  on  the  modification  of  that 
criteria,   what  actually  the  cleanup  values  that  we 
will  set  for  the  DEH,   and  that's  what  our  mission 
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is  tomorrow. 

BOARDM EMBER  LOLLI :  NOW  that  the 
President  has  taken  the  Presidio  away  from  the 
Park,    do  you  see  any  changes   in  restoration? 

BOARDM EMBER  WILKINS:      That  shouldn't 
affect  the  overall  restoration  or  the  time  line  of 
what  the  Army  is  going  to  do.      I  think  there  may  be 
specific  instances  where  the  Trust's  mission  and 
the  Trust's  priorities  for  leasing  particular 
properties  on  the  Presidio  may   impact  what  sites 
get  cleaned  up  in  advance  of  others.     At  this  point 
we  don't  know  exactly  what  ours,    meaning  the 
Army's,    relationship  will  be  or  whom  the  Trust  is 
going  to  represent,    in  other  words,   who  is  the 
Trust  going  to  appoint  to   interact  with  the  Army 
and  the  Army  BRAC  program.      But  generally  speaking, 
I   don't  think   it  will  have   —  we're   not   going  to 
have  to  attempt  to  meet  them. 

BOARDMEMBER   GIRARDOT:      What   do  you 

mean  by  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      We're  here  to 
clean  up  the  place  and  get  out  of  here.  They're 
coming  very   late   in  the  game.      What   I'm  saying  is 
that  the  Army   is  not  going  to  thrust   itself  into 
the  —  you  know,   create  problems  for   itself  in 
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order  to  accomplish  our  mission.      In  other  words, 
they  are  going  to  have  to  meet  us;   we're  not  going 
to  bend  over  backwards  to  meet  the  Trust. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Perhaps  we  ought 
not  to  entertain  that  right  at  the  moment. 

BOARDMEMBER   LOLLI :       I'd    like  to 
comment  for  the  record.     Dave  and  the  staff  have 
been  informative  and  helpful  through  this  entire 
process . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Would   it  be 
appropriate  to  take  a  break  at  this  point? 

(15-minute  recess) 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I   have   been  asked 
to  make  an  announcement.      And  that's   if  you  cannot 
attend   next  month's  meeting,    please   be   sure  to  give 
your  proxy  vote   for  a  RAB  co-chair   to   another  RAB 
member  that  can  attend.      We  need  to  have   a  guorum 
vote   for  a  valid  election.      So   if  you're  not  going 
to   be  here   in  December,    and  you  know  that  in 
advance,    I  will   offer  myself   as   a   receptacle  of 
votes,    if  you  want  to  give  them.      So  if  that ' s 
acceptable  --  or  give  them  to  another  RAB  member 
who  you  know. 

I  have  been  told  Aaron  Glance  is  here.  He 
is  the  gentleman  that  has  done  the   study  on 
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Mountain  Lake,    so  we  will  spot  him  10  minutes 
towards  the  end  of  the  meeting. 

We  have  two  more  items  before  that:  The 
PCB,   which  was  the  subject  of  the  public  meeting 
that  just  occurred,   and  that's  the  Building  680  -- 
two  buildings,   Buildings  680  and  1153; 
Environmental  Cost  Evaluation/Cost  Analysis 
Discussions.     Was  everybody  that  is  here  now  at  the 
public  meeting?     So  you  know  what  the  subject  is 
about.      So  this  is  your  opportunity  to  continue  to 
ask  questions.      If  you've  read  the  document,  I 
guess  we  don't  need  any  further  explanation  of  the 
topic.      But   if  you  have  any  concerns   or  questions, 
now  is  the  time  to  get  them  addressed. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      This   was  a 
good  sort  of   —  well,    it's  not  a   first   look,    but  it 
was   a  good  use  of  the  posting  map   idea  here   on  this 
job.      But   I  was  wondering  on  the  plume  map,    on  this 
depth,    the  plume   said  PCB   level   of   one,    and  then 
inside   of   it  you  have  a  hit  greater   than   one.  You 
have   it  on  the  plume  map  on  this  one  here. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I   guess,    just  from 
a  contouring  standpoint,    everything  that's  inside 
of  that   1.0   is  higher,    is  greater  than  equal  to  the 
1 . 0   line . 
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BOARDM EMBER  MCKLEROY :      Even  though 
within  it  you  have  a  few  under  it?     You  have  a 
couple  of    .5s  which  wouldn't  come  under  that,  but 
you're  going  outside  of  that  line. 

BOARDM EMBER  BUCK:     When  you  contour 
you  generally  try  to  identify  your  outer  bounds, 
even  though  within  that  there  might  be  some  lower 
concentrations.      It's  trying  to  convey  to  you  the 
outer  bounds  there,   the  particular  concentrations, 
recognizing  if  you  took  a  thousand  more  samples  in 
probably  a  lot  of  places  it  may  be  slightly  above. 
So   it's   sort  of  collecting  samples   every  five 
feet.     That's  the  general  technique  that  you  use 
for  depicting.      One  thing  to  watch,    it  seems  to  be 
different,    in  some  cases   is   it's   less  than  25, 
some   cases   it's  greater  than  25. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      That   was  the 
one  thing  that   I   thought   on   some   of   the  other 
posting  maps  to  match. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Why  was  it  done 
that  way?  Where  there's  a  mixture  of  the  actual 
number? 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      We   took  some 
laboratory  samples   in  addition  to  the  amino  acid. 
Amino  acid   is   like  almost  a  yes/no  type  thing.  At 
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a  certain  level  of  say  2.5,    it  says  whether  it's 
there  or  not.      It's  not  a  qualitative  thing,  but 
it's  somewhere  between  quantitative  and 
qualitative.      In  a  certain  percentage  of  this,  they 
actually  sent  it  off  to  the  lab. 

BOARDMEMBER   HENDERSON:      This  table 
was  set  at  the  lowest  level.      It  just  says  that 
it's   less  than   .5;    it  could  be  zero. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Where  it's  greater 
than   .5,   you  don't  know  how  much  greater  than  .5? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:       If  it's 
greater  than  0.5,   then  we  would  analyze  it  from 
2.5.      If   it's  greater  than  2.5,    we  know  it's 
dirty.     Now,    if  it's  between  0.5  and  2.5,   we  would 
run  a  calibration  and  try  to  pinpoint   it  to  within 
0.79.      If   it's  between  0.79   and   1.29,    then  we  know 
it's  dirty.      So  that's  why  you  see  a   lot  of  numbers 
that   are   around  one.      And   if   it's    less   than  0.5, 
then  we   forget  about   it.      We  didn't  want  to   spend  a 
lot   of   time  doing  analytical  sampling. 

BOARDMEMBER   MCKLEROY :       Does   the  PCB 
plume  act   like  the  same  fate  or  the  transport 
mechanism  as  other  oils?     Or  what   sort  of  transport 
characteristics  does  it  have  that  may  be 
different?     For   instance,    that  transport  mechanisms 
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that  we  saw  in  the  FPALDAR? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Well,    I  associate 
plumes  with  groundwater  or  water  medium,    as  opposed 
to  soil.     Again,   PCBs  tend  to  absorb  into  the  soil 
and  don't  migrate  very  far.     A  lot  of  pesticides 
are  very  similar  to  that.     PCBs  tend  to  not  migrate 
very  far,   which  is  one  of  the  good  characteristics 
of  them. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      So  a 
chlorinated  solvent,    like  an  insecticide,    you  say 
goes  through  the  soil   faster,    but  a  polychlor inated 
one  goes   slower;    is  that  right? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      When   I    said  a 
chlorinated  solvent,    I  was  thinking  more  of  a 
cleaning  solvent  might  migrate  more  than  PCBs 
would.      A   lot  of   characteristics   of   pesticides  -- 
you  want  them  to   stay  where  they  are;    you  don't 
want  them  to  migrate  very  far.      They  want  to  stick 
to  things. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:       The  posting 
was  good  to   let  us  know  on  that  as   far  as  where  you 
change  the  signs.      And  that  was   also  interesting 
about  where  the  hits  are.      So  I  do  appreciate  the 
matching.      It's  getting  better,    a   lot  easier  to 
read . 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:      Other   comments  on 
these  sites?     I  have  a  comment  on  Building  680. 
There's  really  no  maps  in  there  to  show  the  extent 
of  any  contamination  there.     Are  those  coming  or 
are  you  doing  the  sampling  in  the  field?     How  will 
that  work? 

BOARDMEMBER   HENDERSON:      What  happened 
was,   when  we  were  doing  the  EE/CA  we  didn't  have 
access  to  Building  680  because  it  was  full  of  other 
things.     We  just  recently  got  access  to  the 
building.      We  have  not  had  the  opportunity  to  do 
the  characterizations.      In  about  another  week  we 
will  have  the  characterizations.     And  at  that  point 
we  will  generate  a  map  just   like  we  have  for 
Building   1153.      It's  just  that  we  didn't  get  access 
to   Building  680. 

FACILITATOR   KERN:      Well,    that  was 
another   comment   I  had,    is   that  the  tabular 
information   in  here  are   summaries,    and   so   it  is 
very  difficult  to  know.      You  don't   get   all  the 
data.      So   on  Building  680   I   have   a   summary  of  soil 
boring  samples,    detections,    but  I   didn't  know  how 
many  total  samples. 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:     What  happened  there 
was,   that  initially  was  addressed  in  the 
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preliminary  assessment  of  the  RI ,    which   is   on  the 
tabulated  data  as  we  were  finishing  up  this  data. 
We  got  the  results  from  Montgomery /Watson .  The 
ranges  in  the  text  incorporate  all  the  data.  And 
there  aren't  any  plume  maps  for  680  because  we  only 
have  those  four  --  or  whatever  number  --  samples 
that  are  in  the  RI .     We  haven't  received  any 
additional  data. 

BO ARDM EMBER  BALL:      I'm  going  back  to 
cleanup  goals.     And  the  EE/ CA  says  that  a  cleanup 
goal   for  this  action  is   1  ppm  total  goals 
established  based  on  risk  assessment  and  management 
procedure.      And  I  guess  what   is  missing,    as   far  as 
this   is  concerned,   as  far  as  I'm  concerned,    is  some 
kind  of  sense  on  what  are  the  PRGs,    for  instance, 
that   EPA  has   for  people   or   at  the   site?      Is   this  1 
ppm  really  protective  or   is   it   on   the  line? 

I   talked  with  Bob  earlier,    and  he  assured 
me   that  this   is   really  protective,    and  may  be  in 
the  order  of  magnitudes  of  what's  used  at  other 
sites.      But  I  don't  know  enough  about  PCBs   and  what 
the  health  effects  are  and  what  the   limits  are. 
And  the  only  thing  that  is  in  this  document  is  the 
assurance  that   it's  been  established  based  on  risk 
assessment . 
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So   if  anybody  could  educate  me  about  what 
this   1  ppm  means  in  relationship  to  other  numbers 
or  health  effects  or  anything  like  that,  I'd 
appreciate  it. 

BOARDM EMBER  ULLENSVANG:      If    I  could 
jump  in  here.      I  have  one  of  several  PCB  guidances 
here  tonight.      So  if  anyone  wants  to  see  me  after 
the  meeting,   we  can  get  a  copy  for  you.      But  I  have 
a  contact  sheet  in  front  of  me  from  August  of 
1990.      And  under  a  residential   scenario,    it  talks 
about  analytical  targeting  points   of   one  part  per 
million,   which  is  what  they  base  as  their  cleanup 
level,   which  would  make  you  not  need  to  clean  up 
that  much.      So  the  one  part  per  million  level 
that's   suggested  at  the  EE/CA  to  me  appears  to  be 
very   consistent  with  EPA  guidance   for  residential 
unrestricted  use. 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      Is   there   a   PRG  for 

it? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      I   don't  know 
if  there's  a  PRG  or  not. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      I'm  getting 
conflicting   information  here.      What   I'll  do   is  I 
will  pull  out  ray  PRG  tables  at  work  and  see  what 
the   PRG   is   for  PCBs. 
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BOARDM EMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Do   we   have  a 
playground  in  there? 

BOARDM EMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I   don't  see 
it  right  now,   but  I  believe  the  one  part  per 
million  is  for  residential  use. 

BOARDMEMBER  O ' HARA :      During  the 
meeting  there  was  a  question  about  the  trucks  and 
taking  the  contaminated  soils  out  of  the  Presidio. 
And  I  thought  I  heard  that  one  of  the  alternatives 
was  to  go  out  the  Marina  gate.     And  I  don't  think 
Joan  was  here  at  that  time,    and  I  don't  know 
whether   she's  got  concerns  about   it,    but  going 
through  the  neighborhoods,    I'd  like  to  know  what 
safeguards  are  being  taken  to  protect  the  soil 
while   it   is  being  trucked? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Well,    there  are 
transportation  requirements.      And   I   can't  recite 
you   section  and  verse  of  what  those  requirements 
are,    but  I  know  for  sure  that   it  will  be  as  part  of 
the   specifications   in  the   job  that   they  have  to 
comply  with.      In   fact,    they  are   built   into  the 
document  that  the  transportation  of   these  things 
have  to  comply  with  all  transportation  requirements 
for  those  substances.      I'm  sure  that  they  will  take 
precautions  that  are  appropriate  and  not  allow  to 
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have,    for  instance,   trucks  trekking  through 
neighborhoods  in  an  uncovered  container  that  will 
allow  the  soil  to  blow  out. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Are  there  any 
guys  from  IT  here? 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER;     One  comment.  It's 
the  Gorgas  entrance  that  they  are  thinking  of 
using,   where  there  is  a  weight  restriction.  Most 
likely  you  would  transport  this  stuff  and  it  will 
be  tarp  covered. 

BOARDMEMBER   FUENTES :       It's    also  a 
state  requirement  to  use  a  state  certified  waste 
hauler,    so  they  should  be  qualified  and  trained  to 
do  any  kind  of  an  emergency  deposit   in  case  there 
is   a  release. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      The  comment 
that  was   just  made  behind  me   is   incorrect.  The 
weight   limit   is   at  the  Marina  gate,    because  there 
is   a   three-ton   limit  there,    not   at  Gorgas.      And  I 
don't  think  federal  agencies  can  break  the  local 
law . 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      It   sounds  like 
there  is  definitely  a  weight  restriction  at  the 
Gorgas  Boulevard. 

BOARDMEMBER   GIRARDOT:      The  weight 
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restriction  is  definitely  at  the  Marina  Gate. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Okay.      So  we're 
going  to  follow  up  and  check  that  one  out  as  well. 

BOARDMEMBER  0 ' HARA :      There's  a  weight 
restriction  posted  on  Marina  Boulevard  itself. 
It's  a  no-brainer;    it's  posted  on  Marina 
Boulevard.     Truck  traffic  is  restricted  and  there 
is  a  weight  limit  on  Marina  Boulevard. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  think  you  can 
be  assured  that  IT,   who's  going  to  be  responsible 
for  this  cleanup  action,    is  going  to  heed  all  of 
the  weight  restrictions  on  various  gates   at  the 
Presidio,    and  also  roadways  to  wherever  this  would 
have  to  be  disposed.      And  another  thing,   we  are 
concerned  how  it's  managed.      You  heard   it  stated 
that  you  have  to  be  a   licensed  hazardous  waste 
hauler.      You  have  to  have   a  hazardous   response  plan 
in  case  there   is  an  accident.      Plus,    it's  going  to 
be   in  a   roll-off   tarpaulin  covered   container.  This 
stuff   is  going  to  be  packed  down   in  tight  and  you 
have  certified  haulers  doing   it,    and  we're  going  to 
go  out  the  correct  gates  and  all  that.      So  it's 
going  to  have  everything  except  a  presidential 
escort  to  where  it  has  to  go. 

BOARDMEMBER   GIRARDOT:      Why   would  they 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


53 

not  haul  this  away  in  covered  trucks  rather  than  to 
rely  on  a  tarpaulin?     I  mean,   what   if   it's  a  windy 
day,   for  example? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     These  tarpaulins 
--  you  have  to  be  able  to  load  the  container. 
These  are  very  well-secured  tarps.     They  don't  want 
them  coming  loose  on  the  highway.      They  are  secured 
with  a  very  strong  cord,    a  bungie  cord,    for  lack  of 
a  better  term.      My  experience  on  the   site  --  I 
think  your  fears  that  material   is  going  to  be 
transported  with  wind  blowing  are  valid,    but  I  just 
happen  to  know,    particularly  with  transportation  of 
materials   in  the  way  of  contaminated  materials,  I 
know  will  be  contained. 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:      It   will   be  hauled 
out   in  accordance  with  49   CFR.      They'll  also  be 
complying  with  the  hazardous  waste  reguirements  to 
satisfied  the  Highway  Patrol.      It  will  be  tarped  up 
or  in  roll-out  bins,    and  their  route  will  be 
documented   in  accordance  with  the  requirements  for 
waste  that's  already  been  initiated  with  the  base 
security  to  make  sure  we  comply  with  their  routes. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     When  you  have 
PCBs  in  the  soil  like  this,   when  you  excavate  them, 
you  have  the  possibility  of  dust  emissions.  Is 
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there  any  possibility  of  emissions  of  any  kind  to 
the  residents  that  live  right  across  the  street  to 
that  site  for  all  these  years?     Is  there  any 
surface  dust  emissions,   dust  contaminants? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      It's  a  very 
sheltered  area.     It's  very  unlikely  that  there  will 
be  airborne  dust.      There   is   some  vegetation 
sheltered  on  two  sides  by  structures   and  on  the 
other  side  by  the  roadway.      It's  really  pretty 
remote,    in  my  estimation,    of   anything   in  the  way  of 
airborne  emissions   in  those  areas. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      I   didn't  hear 
the  part   of  the  discussion  of  Alternative  Three 
versus  Alternative  Four,    the   capping.      Would  you 
repeat  that,  please? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Our  preferred 
remedy   is  Alternative  Four,  yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      And  the  reason 

for  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Reason   being  it's 
a  more  permanent  solution.      It's  most  cost 
effective,   actually.     You're  getting  it  out  of 
there.     The  Park  Service  wouldn't  have  to  be 
concerned  with  future  use.     I  guess,    in  my 
estimation  all  around,   it's  a  better  alternative 
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than  putting  it  under  action  or  whatever,  capping 
material.      I  don't  see  that  as  a  permanent  remedy 
in  this  case.      So  I  think  just  overall  perspectives 
of  the  criteria,    it's  clearly  superior. 

BOARDMEMBER  ROMY :     Going  back  to  the 
dust  emissions  concerns.     The  safety  plan  there  is 
required  to  do  some  administration  and  engineering 
control  to  minimize  dust  emissions,   whether  it's  by 
controlling  the  speed  of  the  truck  or  spraying  it 
with  water.     They're  thinking  of  doing  this   in  the 
wintertime.     You  anticipate  that  the  ground  is  wet 
so  there  will  probably  be  minimal  dust  emissions 
during  those  times. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :      Is   the  fill 
that's  anticipated  to  be  used  to  replace  the 
removal   soil,   will  that  come   from  some  of  the 
processed  soil  on  the  base,    from  other  locations, 
like  the  LTTD  units  or  any  of  that? 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG:  Probably 

not . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Are   there  any 
further  questions  on  this,    the  site? 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      Is   there  any 
guidance  for  notification  of  neighbors  when 
hazardous  waste   is  transported  through  their 
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neighborhood? 

BOARDM EMBER   FUENTES:       I    think  the 
public  meeting  and  also  the  solicitation  for 
comment.      I  think  they're  going  to  do  that,  right, 
David? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      There  are  going 
to  be  fact  sheets  sent  out  to  neighboring 
communities . 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Generally, 
that  information  is  not  done.      It's  very  hard  to 
predict  when  the  hauling  will  be  done,    for  one 
thing.      And  to  have  them  wait  until   notices  are 
sent,    this  can  actually  create  more  of  a  problem. 
And  because  this   is  not  an  extreme  hazardous  type 
of  deposit,    conceptually,    compared  to  any  under  the 
State  of   California   laws,    it's  not  a  significant 
risk  compared  to  other  things  which   could  occur. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:      I   guess   the  plan 
is   to   leave   50   cubic  yards   of   contaminated   soil  in 
the  ground? 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG:  No. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  understand 
that's  going  to  be  excavated. 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG:  Under 
Alternative  4   it  would  be  removable   soil.  I 
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believe   it  was   50  cubic  yards  of  soil. 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      Fifty-five  yards 
would  be  excavated  from  1153. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN :      Is  the  money 
from  this  project  being  diverted  from  another 
project  on  the  Presidio,    or  is   it  coming  from 
another  account? 

BOARDMEMBER   HANDEL:       It   was    in  our 

FY97  workplan. 

BOARDMEMBER   YOUNGKIN:      Thank  you. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      And  the  last 
question  that  I  have  is,    I'm  assuming  there's  about 
15   cubic  yards  per  truck,    so  you're  talking  about 
fewer  than  20  truck  trips  through  the 
neighborhood . 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:      About    15  cubic 
yards  per  truck   is   a  good  average. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Any  other 
concerns?     The  next   item   --  Thomas,    do  you  have 
some   current   and  upcoming  remediation  activities? 

BOARDMEMBER   APPLING:      The   BRAC  Public 
Affairs  Office  wanted  to  hold  a  RAB  with  the 
community.      There  was  some  concern  regarding 
cleanup  activities  that  are  taking  place  in  the 
Presidio . 
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For  those  of  you  who  do  not  know,   we  have 
given  a  couple  of  tours  through  the  Presidio  in  the 
last  couple  of  months.     Those  tours  enable  people 
to  see  hands-on  what  some  site  locations   look  like 
and  what  some  of  the  remediation  going  on  out  there 
was.     And  some  of  you  may  have  an  interest  to 
revisit  those  sites;   others  may  want  to  take  a  look 
at  it  for  the  first  time.     We  wanted  to  just  share 
with  you  what's  currently  going  on.     And  if  you 
would  like  to  read  in  any  detail,   please  contact 
myself  or  any  of  my  assistants  and  we  can  make 
those  arrangements   for  you. 

Many  of  you  have  received  a  flyer  that 
looks  like  this.      It  says,    "Presidio  of  San 
Francisco,    Current  Cleanup  Activities  for 
November".      And  I   just  want  to  go  through  quickly 
what   some   of   those  things  are. 

Removal   of  the  remaining  nine   tanks  will  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  November.      In  the  past  year 
50   tanks  have  been  removed,    and  contaminated  soil 
along  with  asbestos,    removed.      Building   1040,  there 
was  tank  removal.      This  tank  was  removed  in 
September  and  other  excavation  for  controlling 
contaminated  soil   is  planned  for  mid-November, 
sometime  over  the  next  two  weeks.      You'll  have  an 
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opportunity  to  view  that   if  you're  interested. 

There  are  nine  remaining  tanks.      They  will 
be  removed  by  the  end  of  November.  Thirty-four 
tanks  have  been  removed  or  abandoned  in  place,  and 
12  have  been  secured  by  the  National  Park  Service. 

Under  the  Fuel  Distribution  System  this 
work  currently  continues   in  the  Infantry  Terrace 
area,   the  Main  Post  area,   the  Fort  Scott  area,  and 
the  former  Building  1349  areas.     And  that  will 
continue  on  through  early  1997. 

The  tank  970  was  demolished.  The 
demolition  was  completed   in  October,    and  the 
backfill  of  the  site   is  pending  availability  from 
the  LTTD  unit,   which  resumes  operation   in  October. 

There's  groundwater  monitoring  going  on  at  a 
variety  of  sites,    and  this  will  continue  on  through 
the  year   2000.      Monitoring  continues   at  Buildings 
231,    637,    937,    979,    1027,    and   1349,    as   well    as  at 
landfills,    1,    2,    7,    8,    and   10.      Monitoring  also 
continues   at  the  Nike   Facility,  Battery 
Howe/Wagner,    the  Coast  Guard  Station  and  the 
Directorate  of  Engineering  and  Housing  area. 

Imminent  Hazard  Abatement  of  Asbestos  and 
Lead-Based  Paint  is  over  at  Building  1801,  the 
Public  Health  Service  Hospital.      You  can  see  some 
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of  the  staging  areas,    and   if  you're   interested,  you 
can  actually  see  some  of  the  rooms  that  have  been 
completed.     This  work  is  expected  to  continue  on 
through  April  of  1997.     And  finally,    the  LTTD  unit, 
which  is  located  near  637  is  in  the  second  phase  of 
soil  treatment,   which  begins  in  October. 

So  these  are  some  of  the  current 
activities  that  are  going  on.      If  anyone  has  a 
desire  to  see  some  of  these  things  up  close,  please 
contact  me.      I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  take  you 
out  there  and  give  you  a  guided  tour  and  introduce 
you  to  some  of  the  people  who  are  doing  the  work. 
And  we  will  continue  to  give  updates   in  the 
future.     Any  questions? 

BO ARDM EMBER  MCKLEROY :      Thomas,  I 
don't  know   if  this   is   a  question   for  you   or  for 
someone   else.      It's   on  the  groundwater  monitoring. 
You  know  we  get   faxes  pretty  regularly   on  how  the 
Army  has   collected  data   for  groundwater 
monitoring.      It  comes   in  quarterly.      And  I   sort  of 
envision   it  as  you  having  a   control   board  here,  and 
you're  expecting  to  see  green  lights  when  these 
numbers   come   in.      You're  expecting,    well,    this  is 
in  range,   this  is  in  range,    and  this   is   in  range. 
How  is  that  monitored  so  that  not  only  you  know 
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that   it   is   in  the  range,    but  are  you  expecting  it 
to  decrease  over  time?     How  site  specific   is  it? 
And  then,    specifically,   have  there  been  any 
ground-monitoring  collections  that  are  really  out 
of  range  that  have  changed  either  some  of  the 
remediation  activity  that  we're  concerned  with? 

BOARDM EMBER  BUCK:      I  think  when  we 
are  talking  about  range,   we  are  not  setting  any 
definite  range.     We  are  looking  for  trends  up  and 
down  the  table.     We  don't,    at  this  time,   have  any 
groundwater  cleanup  goals,    so  we  can't  compare 
them.     Presently,   what  we're  doing  is  actually 
looking  for  trends.     And  trends  were  built  up  over 
quarters  of  data.     So  roughly  every  fourth  quarter 
we  do   look  at  all  the  trends   for  the   last  four 
quarters,    and  that's  so  we  can  capture  all  the  rain 
cycles.      Things   could   change   from  quarter  to 
quarter . 

Also,   we're  kind  of  waiting  for  John 
Buck's   report,    so  when  that  gets   codified  then 
there  may  be   areas,    groundwater   areas,    that  we  can 
actually  start  to  compare  the  data  we  have  to 
John's   cleanup  goals.      So  it   is  a  huge,    huge  amount 
of  work.      I  think  we  are  close  to  200  wells,  so 
it's  a   lot  of  data  there  that  we  collected. 
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BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :      Have  there 
been  any  that  are  going   in  the  wrong  direction 
trend-wise,   that  may  not  be  going  the  right  way?  I 
mean,    for  instance,   any  of  them  could  show  up 
differently.     Have  you  had  any  anomalies? 

BOARDMEMBER   HENDERSON:      We  haven't 
seen  any  anomalies.     The  trends  just  keep  going  up 
and  up  and  up.     We  can  occasionally  get  sporadic 
hits.     It's  not  a  good,   solid  hit.     Sometimes  you 
don't  know  whether  it's  a  problem  with  sampling,  if 
it's  a  problem  with  the  lab  or   it's  something 
that's   just  once  and  going  away.      We  haven't  really 
seen  any  trends  going  out  of  range  or  going 
backwards  or  upside  down.      Actually,    most  of  the 
sites   seem  to  be  fairly  stable.      There's   an  up  and 
down,    but   in  general   it's   just  sort  of  stable. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      This   was  water 
monitoring  there,    I   guess   it  was   Landfill   8.  Were 
you  getting   some  bacteria  there? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:       Some    of  the 
samples   show  E.coli   in  Landfill  2. 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:      It's  been  in 
the  news  a  lot  recently. 

BOARDMEMBER   ULLENSVANG:      This  would 
be   fecal   E.coli,    and  that   is  probably  a  natural 
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source,    such  as  raccoon  fecal  matter.      There  are  a 
number  of  sources.     It's  not  part  of  the  Army's 
monitoring.     And  I'm  not  sure  exactly  how  this  data 
is  being  collected,   but  I  think  that's  what  you're 
probably  referring  to.     We  are  working  with  the 
agency  and  the  Water  Board  to  make   sure  we're 
analyzing  with  the  proper  things  to  start  changing 
some  of  the  analytes  to  look  for  breakdown  projects 
to  show  that  the  plume  is  breaking  down  over  time 
to  improve  that  better  than  how  we  used  to  do  it  in 
the  past.      We  have  to  make  sure  that  every  change 
we  make  gives  us  some  benefit   in  the   long  run. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Okay.  Anything 
else  on  this  item? 

This  gentleman's  name  is  Aaron  Glance.  Tell 
us  what  you've  done,  and  where  you're  from  and  who 
you  represent. 

MR.    CHANCE:      My  name   is  Aaron  Glance, 
and   I'm  a   San  Francisco  native,    and   I'm  also  a 
student   at  U.C.    Berkeley.      And  myself   and   a  number 
of   fellow  students  have  been  working   on   a  paper 
about  Mountain  Lake  regarding  the  toxicity  that's 
there . 

What  a  lot  of  people  don't  realize  is  that 
the  lake  is  getting  shallower  and  shallower  and 
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more  polluted.      I  have  the  paper  that   I  was  working 
on  with  me,    if  anyone  would  like  to  take  a  look  at 
it. 

The  Army  has  done  a  number  of  studies. 
There  are  pesticides  in  the  lake  above  EPA  health 
standards.      It's  well  known  that  the  Army  pumps 
water  out  of  Mountain  Lake  to  be  used  to  irrigate 
the  golf  course,   which  is  the  possible  source  of 
the  pesticides.      I  was  just  wondering  if  anybody 
has   looked  into  that  here  at  the  RAB  or   if  it's 
kind  of  up  to  the  EPA.      So  I  was  just  wondering 
where  Mountain  Lake  sits  on  the  RAB's  agenda. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      It   hasn't  really 
been  a  topic  that  we  have  addressed.      I   think  it's 
fair  to  say  since  we've  been  here,    I   can't  recall 
that  we've  really  done  any  work  on  Mountain  Lake  in 
this  group. 

BO ARDM EMBER  WORK:      Do   you   work  with 
another   student  named  Yata? 

MR.    GLANCE:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      Yes.      We  have  been 
e-mailing  back  and  forth. 

You  mentioned  that  contamination  existed 
above  EPAs  health  levels.     Which  levels  are  you 
referring  to?     I  wasn't  aware  of  that. 
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MR.    GLANCE:      Well,    there  are  a  number 
of  different  studies,   and  Yata  has  been  doing  that 
study,    so  I  don't  know.      She's  the  one  who  has  been 
dealing  more  with  the  scientific  side  of  things. 
But  that's  where  that's  from.      I  have  the  name  of 
the  reports  that  I  was  looking  at. 

BOARDM EMBER  BLANK:  When  you  showed 
me  the  table  you  have  there,  it  cites  MCLs  and  it 
says   "exceeds  MCL." 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I   guess   there  has 
been  some  discussion  in  the  paper  recently  about 
the  lake  getting  more  and  more  filled  with 
sediment.      I  mean,    that's  what  you're  referring 
to . 

MR.    GLANCE:      One   aspect   of  the 
problem  that   is  kind  of   interesting   is   it's  not 
only  the  Army  that's  responsible  for  the  problems 
in  Mountain  Lake.      In   1938   Park  Presidio  Boulevard 
was   constructed,    and  that   caused  a  case 
sedimentation.      There  have  been  a  whole  variety. 
One  of  them  is   irrigation  of  the  golf  course, 
pumping  water  out,    a  number  of  things.      The  Army's 
rifle  range,   the  bullets  settling  at  the  bottom; 
the   lead  just  stays  there   it  doesn't  degrade  or 
anything . 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     Are  there  any 

questions  of  Aaron? 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      Is   the  Clean 
Lakes  Program  still  in  place,  EPA's? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      Sorry,  different 
decision.     That's  a  Water  Board  question.      I  don't 
know  the  answer  to  that. 

BOARDMEMBER   CHEEVER:       Is    the  golf 
course  still  pumping  water  out?     And  the  second 
question:      In  the  course  of  your  work  did  you 
happen  to  read  the  remedial   investigation,    and  do 
you  disagree  with   its  conclusion  about  Mountain 
Lake? 

MR.   GLANCE:     They  no  longer  pump 
water.      The  Park  Service  --  my  understanding  is 
that  they're  using  city  water  and  not   lake  water, 
and   it's   been   some  time   since  the  pumping  stopped. 
And  that   it  had  gotten  extremely  bad   in  the  1960s, 
but  the  Army  continued  to  pump   for  a  while  after 
that.      I  really  don't  know  enough  about  the 
remedial   investigation.      I   read   it;    it  has  numbers 
in   it  that  say  that  these  contaminants  are  there. 
It  says  they're  above  human  but  not  ecological  risk 
standards . 

BOARDMEMBER   BUCK:      Well,    I   know  in 
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the  RI  we'll   look  at  Mountain  Lake  and  do  some 
food-web  modeling  at  that  location.      So  there  will 
be  some  additional  information. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Any  other 
questions  of  Aaron? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     How  did  you  decide 
that  it  wasn't  an  ecological  threat? 

MR.   GLANCE:     You  can  come  and  look  at 
the  paper.      It's  only  seven  pages.     We've  come  to 
this  decision  based  on  the  data  that  we  read   in  the 
reports  compounded  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
and  the   GGNRA.      We   consulted  a  professor  that 
studies   lakes  for  a  living,    and  he  said  that  once  a 
lake  gets  to  a  depth  that  is  below  nine  to   six  feet 
that   it  risks  turning  into  a  wetland.      I  mean, 
there's  nothing  wrong  with  a  wetland  except   for  the 
fact  that  Mountain  Lake   is   the   only  natural   lake  in 
San   Francisco.      I  mean,    you  can't  have  this   as  a 
wetland  because  there  are  some  pesticides   in  it. 

FACILITATOR   KERN:  Further 
questions?     Aaron,    thanks   for  coming  here  tonight 
and  bringing  your  thoughts  and  concerns,    and  stay 
in  touch.      And  if  you  wish,    you  can  give  us   a  copy 
of  your  paper. 

MR.   GLANCE:     One  question  that  I 
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would  want  to  ask  is,    is   it  on  the  radar  screen  at 
all  of  the  RAB?     Or  on  the  priority  list  for  the 
EPA  or  the  Army?     Is  Mountain  Lake  being  looked 
at? 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:      I   just  said  it  was 
always  a  part  of  the  RI .     And  there  will  be  some 
part  of  the  preexisting  data. 

BOARDMEMBER   CHEEVER:       I   would    like  to 
keep  it  on  the  radar  screen  and  try  to  see  what  we 
can  find  out  from  the  RI  about  it.      So  I'm  looking 
forward  to  the  further  study. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK :      I   would  really 
want  to   see  your  eco  analysis.      It  wasn't  clear  to 
me.     Were  you  saying  the  ecological  threat  was 
based  on  the  fact  that  the   lake   is   filling  up  with 
sediment  or  was   it  based  on  concentrations  of 
contaminants? 

MR.    GLANCE:      One   of   them   is   based  on 
sedimentations,    and  other   one   is   based  on 
contamination . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Okay.  Are  there 
any  other  future  agenda  items  that  people  want  to 
get  on  now? 

BOARDMEMBER  JEHOREK:      I   would   like  to 
see  an  update  on  our  lead  determination  numbers  in 
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the  next  couple  of  meetings. 

BOARDM EMBER  GIRARDOT:      I'd    like  to 
see  an  update  on  the  financials,    based  on  this 
article  in  the  recent  newsletter  regarding  the 
funding . 

BOARDMEMBER  BALL:      Based  on  my 
comments  at  previous  public  hearings,    I  would  like 
to  see  us  go  back  to  having  an  update  on  the  RPM 
meetings  at  every  meeting. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      We   did  that 
this  meeting;   we  just  didn't  specifically  say. 

BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:      I'd   also  like 
to  mention  we  have  summary   information  of  the 
meeting  on  the  Web  site.      We  will  begin  doing  that 
right  away,    so  you  can  look  forward  to  seeing  some 
of  that  summary  information  on  our  Web  site  over 
the  next   couple  of  weeks. 

FACILITATOR  KERN :      Any   other  agenda 

items? 

BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY :      Have  we 
decided  on  the  method  for  how  we're  going  to  put 
the  RI ,   the  final  RI ,   on?     Have  we  decided?  Is 
that  going  on  disks? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      That   has  been 

decided,  yes. 
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BOARDM EMBER   BUCK:      It   looks    like  it's 
in  hard  copy.     No  disks. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      I   would  again 
like  to  request  that  a  copy  of  the  RI  be  at  the 
Marina  Library.     You  never  gave  us  an  answer 
whether  that  was  possible. 

BOARDMEMBER   WILKINS:      We   used   to  use 
the  Marina  Library  as  the  public  repository,   but  we 
moved  them  to  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  for 
access . 

BOARDMEMBER   CHEEVER:      Although  we 
don't  have  the  agenda  yet  for  the  committee,  which 
is  a  Tuesday  before  Thanksgiving,    it's   seems  that 
an  update  on  the  DEH  might  be  a  good  topic.      So  I 
encourage  people  who  want  to  learn  about  it  to  go 
to  that  meeting. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Anything  else? 
All   right.      Any  other   announcements?      Then  without 
objection,    meeting  adjourned. 

Meeting  adjourned  at   10:05  p.m. 
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REPORTER'S  CERTIFICATE 


I,    Elizabeth  Valstad,   do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 
the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  were  waiting 

2  for  a  quorum,  and  I  believe  that  we  have  a  quorum 

3  in  the  house,  plus  proxy  votes.  That's 

4  specifically  for  Item  5. A. 

5  I'd  like  to  welcome  everyone  tonight.  I'm 

6  Doug  Kern.    This  is  the  regularly  scheduled  meeting 

7  of  the  Presidio  Restoration  Advisory  Board. 

8  Welcome  to  the  Army,  regulators.  Park  Service,  and 

9  the  community  members,  and  particularly,  any 

10  members  of  the  public  that  have  come  to  the  meeting 

11  tonight. 

12  Item  No.  2.    I'd  like  to  ask  if  there  are  any 

13  changes,  additions,  modifications  to  tonight's 

14  agenda?    Jan,  and  then  Rob,  please. 

15  B0ARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Aaron  Glantz  has 

16  asked  to  be  allowed  about  10  minutes  to  present  the 

17  results  of  his  study  of  Mountain  Lake  to  us 

18  tonight.    I  think  we  can  probably  do  that  right  at 

19  the  beginning  of  the  presentation  so  he  can  leave, 

20  because  he  has  finals. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Is  that  okay  with 

22  everyone?    All  right.    We'll  try  to  do  that.  Any 

'-iers? 

t-.  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  noticed  one 

25  of  the  items  on  here  is  called.  Year  End  Review 


If)  saw 
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1  RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARDMEMBERS: 

2  (COMMUNITY  AND  TECHNICAL) 

3  THOMAS  APPLING         MARK  YOUNGKIN 

4  HAROLD  BALL 

5  JAN  BAXTER 

6  JOHN  BUCK 

7  SAUL  BLOOM 

8  JULIA  CHEEVER 

9  ROMY  FUENTES 

10  ARLEEN  GEMMIL 

11  BRUCE  HANDEL 

12  ROGER  HENDERSON 

13  MOLLY  HOOPER 

14  DOUG  KERN 

15  ERNEST  LEE 

16  ANDREW  LOLL  I 

17  SCOTT  MILLER 

18  JAN  MONAGHAN 

19  JANE  POWERS 

20  ROBERT  REINHARD 

21  PAUL  TOWNSEND 

22  BRIAN  ULLENSVANG 

23  MARTHA  WALTERS 

24  DAVID  WILKINS 

25  MICHAEL  WORK 


1  Presentation.    And  we  have  this  handout.  Year  End 

2  Review  Presentation,  which  I  think  is  a  slide 

3  presentation.    In  the  past,  although  we've  had  many 

4  good  presentations,  some  slide  presentations  are 

5  putting  up  a  slide  and  reading  the  slide.    And  I 

6  suggest  that  we  read  this  and  talk  about  it  at  the 

7  next  RAB  meeting  instead  of  doing  it  tonight. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  would  suggest  we 

9  should  probably  have  a  comment  back  from  the 

10  presenter  of  the  Year  End  Review  Presentation. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  Year  End 

12  Review  was  an  opportunity  for  the  Army  to  capture 

13  all  of  the  cleanup  activities  that  have  taken  place 

14  in  the  calendar  year  completed  by  all  of  the 

15  contractors.    A  lot  of  folks  missed  RABs.    A  lot  of 

16  folks  may  not  have  an  opportunity  to  review 

17  in-depth  the  handouts  distributed  throughout  the 

18  past  year  describing  all  of  the  things  we've  done. 

19  This  was  an  opportunity  to  capture  that  in  a  short 

20  20-minute  presentation.    I  think  it  would  be  a  good 

21  opportunity  for  the  folks  to  see  everything  that  we 

22  have  done.    There's  actually  been  a  lot  of  work 

23  done.    It's  a  quick,  easy  way  for  us  to  describe 

24  how  we  spent  your  tax  dollars  here,  executing 

25  remedial  design  investigation,  cleanup,  and  so 
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1  forth.    If  the  community  members  wish  to  look  at 

2  the  slides  and  talk  about  this  at  the  next  RAB, 

3  that  is  clearly  your  call.    Perhaps,  you  can  put  a 

4  motion  on  the  floor  to  vote.    The  intent  was  to  -- 

5  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  I  don't 

6  know  if  it  needs  a  motion,  ?  I  was  just  saying  we 

7  can  look  ai  the  information'  that's  in  here,  and  a 

8  lot  of  t  ha  t^emsjt  g,,be„.. recorded  in  here.    And  then 

9  if  there  are  any  questions  or  additions  to  the 

10  information  that's  presented  in  here,  questions 

11  from  people  on  the  Board,  or  additions  to  the 

12  information  that  the  Army  wants  to  present,  we  can 

13  do  it  efficiently  after  people  have  familiarized 

14  themselves  with  the  information. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Well,  I'm 

16  certainly  flexible  either  way.    I  think  it  would  be 

17  good  to  get  a  sense  from  our  community  members  and 

18  see  what  their  preference  is. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  there  any 

20  thoughts  about  hearing  this  20-minute  presentation 

21  on  the  Year  End  Review?    Postpone,  or  see  it  now? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:      I  would  like 

23  to  postpone  it. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  think  we 

25  should  postpone  it.    I  think  we  have  enough  on  the 
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1  agenda  tonight. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Is  there  anyone 

3  who  would  like  to  express  a  desire  to  see  this? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Yes.    I  would 

5  like,  if  there's  time  for  it. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  That's 

7  an  option.    All  right.    How  would  you  feel  about, 

8  say,  placing  this  before  the  break  if  we  get 

9  through  the  rest  of  the  agenda?    would  that  work? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    That's  fine 

11  with  me.    I'm  completely  flexible.    It's  for  the 

12  benefit  of  the  community  members. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  think  it's 

14  better  to  read  it  first,  and  then  ask  questions  and 

15  have  additional  information  after  people  have 

16  looked  at  it. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right. 

18  Scott? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    So  if  we  don't 

20  see  it  this  time,  can  we  see  it  next  time? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Sure,  whenever 

22  you  want  to  see  it. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  I'm  hearing 

24  that  people  would  like  to  postpone  this. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  have  to  admit, 


1  I  have  a  specific  interest  in  mind.    But  I  think  it 

2  would  be  better  for  us  to  read  it  first. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  POUERS:    Is  this  the 

4  substance  of  the  report?    I  mean,  is  this  it,  the 

5  Year  End  Review? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Yes.  Of 

7  course,  I  was  going  to  talk  from  the  slides.    I  was 

8  going  to  add  some  other  specific  details  and 

9  facts.    Basically,  that  lays  out  what  the 

10  presentation  is  going  to  look  like. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    I  would  hope 

12  that  --  it  would  be  useful  to  schedule  some 

13  discussion  time  in  the  agenda,  whenever  it's 

14  brought  up.    It's  not  just  a  20-minute  slide 

15  presentation,  just  exactly  as  Rob  was  saying. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Then 

17  is  it  the  consensus  that  we  postpone  this,  with 

18  discussion  time,  to  the  next  meeting?    That's  what 

19  I'm  hearing.    All  right  then,  thanks. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  just  have  a 

21  point  of  clarification  that  I'd  like  to  make. 

22  There  was  a  comment  or  a  report  in  the  Defense 

23  Environment  Restoration  report  to  congress  for  this 

24  year,  that  mentions  an  activity  at  the  Presidio 

25  that  I'm  not  clear  about.    So  I'd  like  to  get  some 
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1  clarification  about  what  it  is  the  Army  is 

2  referring  to  with  regard  to  this  innovative 

3  technology. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  you  proposing 

5  that  as  an  agenda  item? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Yes.  I  think 

7  that's  an  important  point  of  clarification. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.    Can  we 

9  put  that  after  Item  6.D? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  let  me 

11  just  say,  since  I  was  the  person  who  proposed  Item 

12  6.D,  I  think  since  speaking  with  Pat  Post,  I  want 

13  to  defer  my  question.    And  you  can  put  Saul's 

14  question  in  place  of  that,  if  you  want. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.    So  D 

16  you're  deferring? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  Deferring, 

18  correct. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.    So  we'll 

20  place  Saul's  question  at  D.    Let's  see.    Any  other 

21  comments  about  the  agenda  tonight?    Okay.  Let's 

22  proceed.    We're  going  to  put  Aaron  at  the  beginning 

23  of  the  presentations. 

24  So  what  we  need  to  do  now  is  move  to  the 

25  announcements  section,  upcoming  meetings.  And 
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1  who's  going  to  be  handling  that?    I  have  to 

2  apologize  for  the  craning  of  the  neck,  I'm  trying 

3  to  see  people. 

Thomas,  the  upcoming  meetings,  I'm  not  seeing 
.   „iiyone  willing  to  speak  about  upcoming  meetings.  I 

6  think  we'll  move  to  the  next  item. 

7  We  have  a  site  visit.    Who  will  be  speaking 

8  to  the  site  visit?    I  think  I  see  someone. 

9  MS.  POST:    Julia  Cheever  and  Mark 

10  Youngkin  have  asked  us  to  hold  an  early  morning 

11  site  visit  to  take  a  closer  look  at  the  DEH  area, 

12  and  to  go  inside  the  completed  portion  of  the 

13  Public  Health  Hospital,  Building  1801.    And  we're 

14  going  to  have  that  visit  on  Thursday  morning,  in 

15  two  days,  from  7:30  until  9:00.    We  really  hope 

16  you'll  be  able  to  come.    You  do  have  information  in 

17  your  packet.    I  would  like  to  know  who  is  coming 

18  before  Thursday  because  I  have  to  make  sure  we  have 

19  transportation.    We  advise  you  to  wear  boots.  And 

20  we  do  took  forward  to  seeing  you. 

21  80ARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Wearing  boots  is 

22  not  that  important.    Some  of  the  areas  that  we  may 

23  be  --  we're  not  going  to  be  able  to  actually  go 

24  into  the  exclusion  zone,  so  wearing  boots  for  that 

25  isn't  going  to  be  necessary.    I  don't  think  it's 
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1  necessary  for  walking  around  the  DEH  area.  It's 

2  nothing  but  an  open  dirt  field.    So  we  can  walk  in 

3  the  parking  area  adjacent  to  it.    The  hospital  does 

4  not  require  any  kind  of  protective  gear  at  all. 

5  And,  I  guess,  at  the  LTTD  area  we'll  be  limited  as 

6  to  where  we'll  be  able  to  walk  around.    So  you 

7  won't  need  steel-toed  boots  or  hard  hats  or 

8  anything  like  that. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you,  Pat.  I 

10  did  have  a  quick  announcement  regarding  me, 

11  actually. 

12  I  brought  up  at  committee  meetings,  it's  not 

13  really  committee  business,  or  I  would  have  waited 

14  until  the  committee  item.    It  really  has  to  do  with 

15  facilitator  versus  community  participation.  About 

16  how  I  might  participate  and  not  confuse  my  role  as 

17  facilitator  versus  community  member.    And  so 

18  without  trying  to  create  a  lot  of  drama  around 

19  this,  it  was  suggested  that  if  I  really  have  a 

20  substantive  comment,  that  I  might  actually  get  up 

21  and  sit  in  a  different  chair  for  a  time.    So  I 

22  thought  I  would  bring  that  to  the  group  just  to  see 

23  how  you  felt  about  that.    Any  thoughts?    It  seems 

24  like  it's  more  funny  than  anything  else. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  don't  know 
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1  what  happened  to  the  Organizational  Committee 

2  efforts.    But  I  thought  one  thing  we  should  try  is 

3  rotating  the  position  of  facilitator  around  the 

4  room  once  a  month,  once  every  two  months,  to 

5  address  what  you  were  just  saying,  and  just  to 

6  encourage  further  participation  and  have  the 

7  meetings  be  handled  differently. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  I 'm  certainly 

9  open  to  that.    If  people  want  to  do  rotation, 

10  that's  certainly  up  to  the  group.    I  don't  know  if 

11  we  want  to  handle  that  tonight. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     It  doesn't 

13  have  to  be  done  tonight. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  thought  that  the 

15  way  Rob  Reinhard  conducted  himself  when  he  was  the 

16  co-chair  was  sufficient.    He  made  it  very  clear 

17  when  he  was  speaking  as  co-chair  and  when  he  was 

18  speaking  as  a  representative  of  GGNRA.    So  I  would 

19  suggest  rather  than  getting  up  and  moving  into  a 

20  different  chair,  that  that's  how  you  could  just 

21  preface  your  remarks,  just  say,  speaking  as  a 

22  community  member  and  not  as  a  facilitator.  That 

uld  certainly  be  adequate,  as  far  as  I  could 
c  .ee. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  want  to  second 
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1  Harry's  point.    I  think  that's  far  more 

2  convenient.    Although,  if  it's  really  necessary  for 

3  us  to  have  perfect  clarity  about  it,  you  should  get 

4  two  different  hats. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  to  satisfy 

6  your  comment,  Rob,  do  you  want  that  to  go  to  a 

7  committee,  or  how  do  you  want  to  handle  that? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  Rebecca 

9  had  talked  about  it,  and  I'm  not  sure  where  that 

10  went  or  whether  that  had  been  talked  about  at  one 

11  of  the  committee  meetings.    That  Organizational 

12  Committee  comes  up  at  the  next  meeting,  we  can  talk 

13  about  it  again. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    I  also  want  to 

15  add  that  maybe  we  would  want  somebody  who  has 

16  facilitator  experience. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  think  that's 

18  something  that  we  should  talk  about,  and  we  can 

19  talk  about  it  when  the  issue  comes  up. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.    Then  let's 

21  move  on  to  Item  4.    Status  of  the  RI  report. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Yes.     I'll  just 

23  give  a  very  brief  report. 

24  Contractors,  Dames  &  Moore,  are  in  the 

25  process  of  working  on  the  RI/FS,  going  through  the 
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1  revisions  for  the  ecological  and  human  health  risk 

2  assessment  at  the  present  time.    We're  still 

3  scheduled  in  mid  January  for  release  of  that 

4  document. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Comments  or 

6  questions? 

7  Item  No.  5.    Committee  Business.    Election  of 

8  community  co-chair. 

9  I've  been  given  a  proxy  vote.    David,  I  think 

10  you  have  a  proxy  vote.    We  will  just  make  a  count 

11  of  people.    Who  will  we  have  count  the  votes? 

12  Okay,  Thomas. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    When  the  votes 

14  are  counted  there  should  be  a  runoff,  because  if 

15  there's  not  a  majority  then  it's  really  a  small 

16  voice. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  that's  a 

18  good  point.    Is  that  what  people  want  to  do? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Could  you  repeat 

20  what  you  said,  Julia? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  said,  I  think 

22  we  should  clarify  before  counting  the  votes.  That 

23  if  there  was  not  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast,  we 

24  should  have  a  runoff  among  the  top  two  contenders, 

25  because  it's  a  smaller  voice  than  one  would 
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1  desire. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Are  you 

3  suggesting  that  for  next  time? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    If  we  are 

5  having  the  vote  this  time,  we  should  go  all  the  way 

6  through  with  it,  because  next  time  --  it  seems  off 

7  to  have  a  runoff  next  time. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    That's  how  we 

9  did  it  the  first  time. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Would  that  be 

11  agreeable  then  with  everyone?    If  we  decide  it's 

12  not  a  majority,  then  we'll  have  a  runoff? 

13  Probably  another  clarification.    Dp  we  want 

14  to  have  the  second  highest  be  the  --  whatever  we 

15  want  to  call  it  --  stand-in  co-chair,  the  vice 

16  co-chair,  as  sort  of  the  alternate  co-chair?  Would 

17  that  be  agreeable  with  everybody? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  thought  we 

19  eliminated  that  position. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  don't  recall.  I 

21  thought  the  last  time  we  had  that  was  with  Ben. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    We  disagree 

23  about  the  memory  here.    I  think  it's  something  that 

24  Leeann  did,  that's  what  I  recall.    When  Ben 

25  stopped,  we  eliminated  that  position  all  together. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  remember  you 

2  guys  axed  that. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  since 

4  there's  a  consensus  on  that,  we'll  just  get  that 

5  vote. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    If  there  was  no 

7  precedent,  does  that  necessarily  mean  we  cannot  do 

8  it? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I'm  just 

10  saying,  there  was  a  vote  when  this  happened  in  the 

11  past.    There  was  an  alternate  co-chair.    And  when 

12  he  resigned,  my  recollection  is  that  the  Board 

13  voted  not  to  have  that  position  any  longer. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    My  recollection 

15  is,  there  just  wasn't  a  person  that  wanted  to  fill 

16  it.    So  the  position  was  still  in  the  Charter. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    It  seems  to  me 

18  there's  really  a  strong  argument  for  --  why  not 

19  have  at  least  two? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     I  think,  if  my 

21  recollection  is  correct,  if  it's  in  the  Charter 

22  already,  it  would  simply  be  a  matter  of  saying  you 

23  want  to  do  it.    If  Rob's  recollection  is  correct, 

24  then  people  would  need  to  take  a  look  at  whether  or 

25  not  you  have  to  amend  the  Charter.    It  may  not  be  a 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  are  waiting  for 


1  big  issue. 
2 

3  the  vote. 

4  So  I  think  I  expressed  all  of  our  thanks  to 

5  all  of  the  candidates  for  running  for  this  office. 

6  And  we  certainly  hope  that  all  of  you  will  continue 

7  to  participate  at  maximum  level. 

8  We  do  have  a  majority  vote  for  the  new 

9  co-chair.    It's  Mark  Youngkin. 

10  All  right.    Item  No.  5.B.    Report  on 

11  termination  or  continuation  of  frequently  absent 

12  members. 

13  In  a  brief  discussion  before  the  meeting 

14  began  between  David  and  I,  I  asked  him  what  this 

15  was  about.    He  asked  me  what  it  was  about.  Is 

16  there  anyone  else  out  there  that  had  a  thought  what 

17  this  might  be? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:     I  know.  Last 

19  year,  for  those  of  you  who  were  not  here  with  us, 

20  we  had  a  huge  drive  to  get  in  new  members.    We  took 

21  in  16  new  members.    There  was  a  lot  of  effort  that 

22  was  involved  for  everybody  who  participated.  We 

23  wanted  to  have  these  new  members  so  that  we  could 

24  have  a  full  RAB  and  a  participating  RAB.    And,  of 

25  course,  people's  lives  change  and  things  come  up 
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18 

1  and  we  tend  to  lose  people  on  the  way. 

1 

The  original  letter  we  sent  out  to  them. 

2          So  it  was  talked  about  last  year  about  having 

2 

notifying  them  of  what  their  attendance  status, 

3  an  attendance  policy,  whereby,  we  have  enough 

3 

didn't  incorporate  that  particular  language.  So 

ople  to  conduct  these  RABs  and  have  enough 

4 

I'm  going  to  ask  Thomas'  folks  to  send  a  letter  out 

drticipation  from  the  members.    Since  that  time. 

5 

to  these  folks  that  they  now  have  30  days,  or 

6  we  have  had  some  members  who  have  fallen  away,  some 

6 

something  like  that,  to  contact  some  members  of  the 

7  members  who  come  periodically.    So  the  need  has 

7 

Selection  Committee  and  petition  to  be  allowed  back 

8  arisen  for  us  to  discuss  this  again  and  determine 

8 

on  the  RAB  as  a  full  participant.    And  we'll  take 

9  if  they  were  going  to  act  within  an  attendance 

9 

it  from  there.    And  if  they  don't  do  that  within 

10  policy,  and  what  that  policy  is  going  to  be,  and 

10 

the  30  days,  then  they  are  off  of  the  RAB  for 

11  how  that  affects  the  ongoing  participation  of  the 

11 

good.    And  then  at  that  point,  the  Selection 

12  members  who  do  not  attend  these  meetings. 

12 

Committee  or  Organizational  Committee  can  look  down 

13                         BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  basically. 

13 

the  list  of  alternates  from  the  last  selection  go 

14  the  bottom  line  is,  whether  we  were  going  do  that 

14 

around,  and  go  through  a  process  to  try  to  backfill 

15  under  the  old  policy  or  the  new  policy.    The  new 

15 

those  slots. 

16  policy  was  voted  on  and  agreed  upon  and  just  wasn't 

16 

So  that's  where  the  confusion  was.  Old 

17  incorporated  into  the  Charter  and  rewritten. 

17 

policy  or  new  policy?   But  the  correct  thing  to  do 

18           So  I  think  what  we're  left  with  is,  we  have 

18 

is  go  with  what  you  guys  have  voted  on  six  or  seven 

19  three  folks  that  met  the  requirements  for  going  on 

19 

months  ago.    So  that's  the  scoop. 

20  this  so-called  sabbatical.    That  means,  they're  off 

20 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Let's  go  on  to 

21  the  RAB,  but  they're  on  this  list.    Because  they 

21 

Item  6  then.    The  presentations. 

22  missed  three  meetings  in  a  row,  and  they  missed 

22 

Aaron,  are  you  ready? 

23  four  meetings  in  the  calendar  year,  and  so  those 

23 

MR.  GLANTZ:    This  is  Jette  Jensen, 

24  folks  are  on  this  list,  and  they  have  to  petition 

24 

and  she  co-wrote  the  report  with  me. 

25  the  Selection  Committee  to  come  back  on  the  RAB. 

25 

I'm  going  to  pass  around  some  pictures  of 

_-   

19 

20 

1  Mountain  Lake  and  the  surrounding  area. 

1 

was  clean  up  until  the  1906  earthquake.    It  is  not 

2  Unfortunately,  left  at  home  is  the  picture  of  the 

2 

clean  now,  and  has  not  been  clean  for  sometime. 

3  playground  where  children  play.    These  children 

3 

Let  me  give  you  a  little  bit  of  background. 

4  have  been  known  to  walk  into  the  lake.    I  have 

4 

First  of  all,  what  has  happened  to  Mountain 

5  copies  of  my  report  which  I'll  pass  around  later. 

5 

Lake?    At  one  time.  Mountain  Lake  was  40  feet 

6  I'm  short  on  money  so  I  only  have  seven  reports 

6 

deep.    Now  it  is  nine  feet  deep.    And  it  is  getting 

7  with  me.    I'm  trying  to  get  it  out  to  as  many 

7 

shallower.    If  it  gets  shallower,  it  will  turn  into 

8  people  as  possible. 

8 

a  marsh.    It  won't  be  a  lake  anymore.    Which  is 

9                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    Aaron,  if  you 

9 

very  bad,  because  it  is  a  recreational  resource  for 

10  could  introduce  yourself,  for  the  record.    And  then 

10 

the  hundreds  of  children  who  use  it. 

11  say  who  you're  affiliated  with.    It's  just  a  little 

11 

Second  of  all,  it's  very  toxic.    It's  toxic 

12  bit  more  official. 

12 

because  of  lead  from  the  Army  rifle  range,  and  from 

13                      MR.  GLANTZ:    My  name  is  Aaron 

13 

a  freeway  that  goes  by.    And  it's  also  toxic 

14  Glantz.    And  I'm  a  student  at  the  University  of 

14 

because  of  pesticide  runoff  from  the  golf  course, 

15  California  at  Berkeley.    I  wrote  a  report  on 

15 

which  is  next  to  it.    To  give  you  an  idea  of  the 

16  Mountain  Lake.    This  is  Jette  Jensen,  and  she  co- 

16 

kind  of  contamination,  CalTrans  did  a  study  of  lead 

17  wrote  the  report  on  Mountain  Lake  with  me. 

17 

by  Highway  1,  which  is  the  highway  that  goes  by 

18          We  have  investigated  a  number  of  published 

18 

it.    Not  in  the  lake,  but  near  the  lake,  there  are 

19  reports  from  the  Army,  the  Park  Service,  the  City 

19 

some  10,000  parts  per  million  of  lead.    That's  a 

20  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  we  issued  a  report 

20 

lot. 

21  of  our  findings. 

21 

Dames  &  Moore  is  doing  a  study  of  lead  in  the 

22          First  of  all,  let  me  tell  you  a  little  bit 

22 

lake,  and  they  found  34.4  parts  per  million  of 

out  Mountain  Lake.    Mountain  Lake  is  the  only 

23 

lead,  which  is  still  considerably  above  health 

i.     jtural  lake  in  San  Francisco,  and  is  where  San 

24 

standards. 

25  Francisco  got  its  water.    Because  at  one  time  it 

25 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Now  is  that  in  the 
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1  soi I  or  the  water? 

2  MR.  GLANTZ:    This  is  in  soil,  or  the 

3  sediment  of  the  lake. 

4  There  are  two  swans  who  inhabit  the  lake. 

5  Myrtle  and  Daisy.    A  while  back  Daisy  died.  Daisy 

6  died  of  lead  poisoning.    The  San  Francisco  Zoo  did 

7  an  autopsy  on  Daisy  and  found  55  parts  per  million 

8  of  lead  in  Daisy.    The  normal  carrying  capacity  for 

9  swans  is  four  parts  per  million.    So  Daisy  had  51 

10  parts  per  million  of  lead  than  she  should  have,  so 

11  she  died. 

12  The  next  problem  is  pesticides.  Pesticides 

13  that  are  coming  from  the  Presidio  golf  course, 

14  which  is  directly  next  to  Mountain  Lake.    There  are 

15  three  pesticides  that  were  found  in  Mountain  Lake. 

16  They  were  aldrin,  lindane  and  heptachlor.  Lindane 

17  and  aldrin  have  both  been  banned  by  the  EPA;  aldrin 

18  in  1979,  lindane  in  1988.    Both  of  them  cause  liver 

19  cancer.    Heptachlor  has  also  been  linked  to  liver 

20  cancer.    They're  found,  actually,  under  the  MCLs 

21  for  safe  drinking  water  standards,  but, 

22  nonetheless,  they  are  very  dangerous. 

23  If  you're  looking  at  the  pictures,  I'm  sure 

24  you've  noticed  that  there  are  a  lot  of  thick  reed 

25  beds  surrounding  the  lake.    Those  reed  beds  should 
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1  not  be  there.    They're  there  because  the  lake  is 

2  becoming  a  marsh,  due  in  part  to  fertilizer  coming 

3  from  the  golf  course.    This  has  changed  the 

4  composition  of  the  water  in  the  lake,  making  it  so 

5  there  is  a  lot  more  algae  than  there  should  be, 

6  causing  the  water  level  to  become  less. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Are  those 

8  pesticides  still  in  use,  or  are  they  from  previous 

9  use? 

10  MR.  GLANTZ:    Those  pesticides  are  no 

11  longer  in  use.    They  still  persist  in  the  soil. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I'm  not 

13  talking  about  the  ones  you  mentioned,  but  the  ones 

14  you  just  referred  to.    Do  you  know  whether  they're 

15  still  -- 

16  MR.  GLANTZ:    There  are  still 

17  pesticides  in  use  at  the  golf  course.    But  since 

18  the  golf  course  has  transferred  management  to 

19  Arnold  Palmer  a  couple  of  years  ago,  they  were 

20  forced  to  implement  the  safe  management  practice  so 

21  that  pesticide  runoff  no  longer  went  into  the 

22  lake.    So  any  pesticides  in  the  lake,  it's  safe  to 

23  say,  came  from  the  Army. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:      And  if  they 

25  are  going  to  use  pesticides  in  the  future,  do  you 
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1  know  if  --  the  City  and  County  recently  started 

2  talking  about  this  policy  of  not  using  pesticides. 

3  Would  they  be  affected  by  that,  or  you  don't  know? 

4  MR.  GLANTZ:    That  only  applies  to 

5  city  parks.    The  Board  of  Supervisors  recently 

6  voted  to  ban  pesticides  from  use  in  city  parks 

7  because  they  are  very  harmful  to  children  and 

8  others;  humans,  birds  and  stuff.    This  does  not 

9  affect  the  golf  course  because  the  golf  course  is 

10  federal  property,  so  they  can  do  whatever  they 

11  want. 

12  So  what  needs  to  be  done  with  this  lake? 

13  This  lake  needs  to  be  drained.    It  needs  to  be 

14  dredged  of  the  toxic  contamination  sediments. 

15  Uater  needs  to  be  purified,  then  it  needs  to  be  put 

16  back  in.    This  would  cost  from  $500,000  to  a 

17  million  dollars,  with  a  $50,000  feasibility  study. 

18  I've  talked  to  a  number  of  different  engineers,  and 

19  the  best  estimate  has  been  from  Moffitt  and  Nickel, 

20  which  is  an  engineering  firm  that  works  with  the 

21  San  Francisco  Park  and  Recreation  Department.  They 

22  said  that  their  low  estimate  was  $500,000  and  their 

23  upper  estimate  was  a  million  dollars. 

24  I'd  like  to  stress  this  would  be  a  onetime 

25  thing.    That  is,  the  new  owners  of  the  golf  course 
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1  have  said  that  fertilizers  and  pesticides  would  no 

2  longer  run  from  the  golf  course  into  the  lake.  So 

3  they  would  be  truly  taking  care  of  something  that 

4  the  Army  did  wrong,  and  instituting  something  that 

5  is  right,  so  future  generations  could  appreciate 

6  Mountain  Lake. 

7  It  has  been  suggested  that  draining  and 

8  dredging  not  be  done  during  mating  season.    So  the 

9  idea  would  be  to  drain  it  and  dredge  it  while  the 

10  birds  were  gone.    Then  when  the  birds  came  back 

11  there  would  be  a  new  lake  there.    There  is  no  way 

12  to  restore  the  lake  without  dredging  it. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Is  there  a  way 

14  to  dredge  without  draining? 

15  MR.  GLANTZ:    There  are  a  number  of 

16  ways  to  dredge  the  lake.    One  that  would  probably 

17  be  most  effective  and  cheapest  would  be 

18  hydrodredg i ng ,  because  the  water  is  also 

19  contaminated.    I'm  not  sure  that  the  water  could  be 

20  purified  without  taking  it  out  of  the  lake.    But  it 

21  seems  to  me  as  though  --  from  talking  to  many 

22  professionals  in  the  field  --  that  is  the  best  way, 

23  is  to  drain  it  and  dredge  it,  because  it  is  very 

24  hard  to  take  out  the  sediments. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What  about 
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1  Myrtle? 

2  MR.  GLANTZ:    Myrtle  is  still  alive, 

3  she's  still  in  the  lake,  she's  not  dead.    There  was 

Ik  about  doing  an  autopsy  on  her  --  not  an 
-  autopsy,  I'm  sorry.    There  was  talk  about  testing 

6  her,  but  evidently  to  test  --  the  way  in  which  you 

7  test  a  bird  for  lead  could  inadvertently 

8  contaminant  the  bird.    So  it  was  much  safer  to  test 

9  Daisy. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Could  we  hear 

11  a  reaction  from  the  Park  Service,  or  the  Army, 

12  about  what's  been  said  to  the  problem,  first  of 

13  all?   And  what  you  think  is  going  on  there? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    First  of  all,  I 

15  think  there  have  been  some  very  inconclusive 

16  statements  made.    The  process  that  the  lake  is 

17  shallow  is  a  perfectly  natural  process.  This 

18  happens  in  lakes,  sedimentations  falling  in. 

19  About  the  lead  levels,  and  attributing  the 

20  lead  and  the  swan  to  what's  necessarily  in  the  lake 

21  sediment  levels,  they're  pretty  low.    We  don't  know 

22  where  the  swan  ingested  that  lead  from. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Are  you  saying 

24  the  level  is  not  what  he  described? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    No.  Thirty-four 
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1  is  a  pretty  low  level,    we  did  take  some  sediment 

2  samples,  and  one  out  of  the  four  hits  had  those 

3  contaminants.    So  it  does  not  necessarily  have  an 

4  indication  of  widespread  presence.    We  did  have 

5  heptachlor  in  one  sample.    We  did  go  back  and  take 

6  second  samples  and  it  didn't  show  up.    I'm  not 

7  going  to  deny  there's  pesticides  out  there.    We  did 

8  do  some  hydropunch  sampling  between  Mountain  Lake 

9  and  the  golf  course.    That  hydropunch  sampling 

10  didn't  find  presence  of  those  pesticides  in  the 

11  groundwater,  which  is,  I  presume,  the  mechanism  for 

12  going  into  the  lake.    So  I'd  like  to  see  the 

13  results.    I'm  interested  in  his  findings.  I 

14  appreciate  the  effort,  but  I  would  like  to  reserve 

15  judgment  as  to  those  conclusions. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  was  just 

17  wondering  what  the  Park  Service  plans  regarding 

18  maintenance  of  the  lake?    Whether  you  feel 

19  concerned  about  the  ability  to  do  that? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  know  there 

21  were  people  within  the  Park  Service  who  are 

22  currently  working  on  Mountain  Lake,  and  are  aware 

23  of  the  various  issues  you  brought  up,  and,  as  well, 

24  looking  at  some  of  the  same  settings  that  you 

25  looked  at.    I'm  not  aware  of  the  status  of  the 
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1  planning  of  Mountain  Lake,  but  I  would  certainly 

2  check  on  it. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Just  to  let 

4  everybody  know,  we're  into  about  12  minutes.  Do 

5  you  want  to  go  further  with  this  subject? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  would  suggest, 

7  even  if  it  is  not  a  CERCLA  problem,  that  we  follow 

8  up  on  this.    Because  the  question  remains  as  to 

9  what  program,  at  least  if  there  is  any  future  work 

10  or  remediation,  if  it  is  not  the  CERCLA  program. 

11  So  the  question  is,  what  mechanism  is  there  for 

12  addressing  this  problem? 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Aaron,  I  saw  that 

14  you  wanted  to  say  something. 

15  MR.  GLANTZ:    Just  as  far  as  what 

16  actions  the  Park  Service  has  taken,  what  actions 

17  the  Army  has  taken,  what  actions  the  City  of  San 

18  Francisco  has  taken,  all  of  those  are  in  this 

19  report.    So  if  you  want  to  know  what  the  Park 

20  Service's  responsibility  is,  the  Park  Service  is 

21  responsible  for  maintaining  the  lake.    They  held  a 

22  public  forum  about  it.    They  had  a  very  small 

dget  for  it.  They  should  not  be  responsible  for 
2<»  cleaning  up  what  the  Army  did.  They're  looking  at 
25  it  as  more  of  a  maintenance  issue,  and  that's  in 
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1  our  report. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    I'm  going  to 

3  have  to  concur  with  John  on  this.     I  think  that  you 

4  really  have  to  be  careful  with  the  assumption  that 

5  the  Army  is  the  responsible  party.    Unless  you  have 

6  documentation  to  prove  it,  and  you  may,  I  don't 

7  know,  I  haven't  looked  at  the  report,  I  think  it's 

8  real  easy  to  say  the  Army  did  it,  and  you  should  be 

9  careful  about  that. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    I  want  to 

11  reiterate  that,  I  think  it  is  important  to  figure 

12  and  determine  where  the  responsibility  lies.  Under 

13  whose  purview  Mountain  Lake  actually  falls,  and  is 

14  it  within  our  interest  to  pursue  this  as  a  RAB? 

15  The  second  one,  was  the  thing  that  John 

16  said.  "Well,  if  you  get  one  out  of  four  that's  not 

17  a  real  compelling  finding."    And  I  was  struck  by 

18  that.    I  thought  that  means  you  have  three  that 

19  were  not  and  you  have  one  that  is.    And  counting 

20  for  the  one  that  is,  seems  to  me,  that's  pretty 

21  important,  whatever  it  is.    One  out  of  four  is  25 

22  percent.    Statistically,  that's  significant.  I 

23  usually  don't  even  step  into  those  things,  it  not 

24  my  aisle,  but  I  think  it's  important. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Just  a  quick 
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1  comment.     I  know  last  time  in  our  CERCLA  review  of 

1 

MR.  GLANTZ:     I  did  not  say  it  came 

2  whether  or  not  action  was  taken  at  Mountain  Lake, 

2 

from  the  firing  range.    One  of  the  things  about 

3  it  was  determined  no  action  was  needed,  based  on 

3 

lead  at  the  site  is  there  are  a  variety  of 

4  analysis  of  what  was  necessary  to  protect  human 

4 

different  places  it  could  have  come  from.    It  could 

5  health  and  environments.    And  I  know  we're  going 

5 

have  come  from  the  freeway.    It  probably  came  from 

6  through  that  process  again  in  mid  January.  I'm 

6 

both.    I  believe  that  there  was  a  rifle  range  -- 

7  really  interested  in  looking  at  the  data  again,  and 

7 

are  you  familiar  with  the  Mountain  Lake  area? 

8  I'm  interested  in  the  death  of  the  swan.    Even  if 

8 

There's  a  walking  area  in  between  the  golf  course 

9  the  sediment  at  the  bottom  of  the  lake  is  at  a 

9 

and  the  lake.    It  is  my  understanding  there  was  an 

10  concentration  that  would  not  account  for  the 

10 

historical  rifle  range  used  there.    It  was  brought 

11  concentration,  then  I  think  we  need  to  ask 

11 

to  my  attention  by  a  member  of  the  Park  Service 

12  ourselves  in  the  environmental  risk  assessment,  how 

12 

that  there  had  been  a  rifle  range  in  the  area. 

13  did  the  swan  get  these  levels? 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    There's  no 

14           And  then  one  additional  comment.    I  believe 

14 

rifle  range  that  we're  aware  of  that  would  be 

15  that  fertilizers  increase  the  level  of  nitrogen  in 

15 

uphill  from  the  site. 

16  a  lake  and  increase  the  rate  of  sedimentation  as 

16 

To  follow  that  question  up,  I  echo  what 

17  organic  matter  grows  and  dries.    So  that's  not  a 

17 

Martha  mentioned.    You  just  mentioned  that  CalTrans 

18  CERCLA  concern.    But  I  think  maybe  that's  part  of 

18 

did  their  own  study  with  levels  of  10,000  ppm.  We 

19  the  answer. 

19 

didn't  even  find  those  kinds  of  levels  in  the  rifle 

20                         FACILITATOR  KERN:  Roger? 

20 

range.    And  yet  you  made  a  sweeping  statement  that 

21                      BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    You  mentioned 

21 

it's  the  Army's  lead.    So  we  would  ask  that  you  put 

22  something  about  the  firing  range.    You  were  certain 

22 

a  little  science  into  this.    And  especially  being 

23  the  lead  came  from  a  firing  range.    Can  you  specify 

23 

that  close  to  the  freeway,  with  the  lead  levels 

24  what  firing  range  is  in  the  area?    I  don't  believe 

24 

there,  it's  very,  very  difficult  to  speciate  lead 

25  there's  a  firing  range  on  that  side. 

25 

and  levels,  you  really  can't  tell. 

31 

1                         MR.  GLANTZ:     I  am  aware  that  there  is 

1 

32 

you  with  any  input  on  that. 

2  a  freeway  right  next  to  that.    That  does  muddle 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Just  a  couple  of 

3  things  a  bit,  especially  with  regards  to  the  lead. 

3 

quick  questions.    The  state  has  an  objectation 

4  But  it  is  important  to  remember  that  pesticides  do 

4 

policy  for  water,  and  while  no  one  is  moving  faster 

5  not  run  off  the  freeways. 

5 

to  degrade  that  policy  than  the  state  is,  the 

6                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.    We've  got 

6 

question  that  I  have  is,  were  the  information 

7  three  more  folks. 

7 

accurate  that  they're  presenting  today,  how  would 

8                      BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    He  said  that 

8 

that  affect  the  state's  objectation  policy? 

9  this  is  the  only  lake  in  the  GGNRA.    Do  you  think 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    I'm  sure  the 

10  we  probably  should  dredge  it? 

10 

Water  Board  would  do  what  it  could  to  curtail  the 

11                        BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I  can't  say 

11 

migration  of  any  kind  of  contaminants  as  a  result 

12  right  now  that  that's  necessarily  a  good  idea,  to 

12 

of  urban  forces. 

13  dredge  that  lake,  and  that's  my  personal  opinion. 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Just  because  this 

14  That's  a  natural  process  that  the  Park  Service's 

14 

is  an  interesting  issue,  and  we'd  like  to  know,  as 

15  ethics,  a  part  of  their  process,  to  allow  a  natural 

15 

RAB  members,  how  the  state  would  then  go  ahead  and 

16  process  to  occur. 

16 

process  this  report  and  run  it  by  the  Water  Board, 

17                      BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    I  understand 

17 

and  that  sort  of  thing? 

18  from  Ryan  O'Neil  that  he  would  like  to  dredge  it. 

18 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I  had  presented 

19                      BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I'm  not 

19 

it  to  the  Water  Board  already,  and  they're  looking 

20  going  to  argue  with  that. 

20 

at  the  issue. 

21                      BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Assuming  that  we 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Finally,  I  don't 

22  do  dredge  it,  what  would  you  estimate  --  when  would 

22 

know,  but  this  has  piqued  my  curiosity.    So  I  was 

23  it  need  to  be  dredged  again?   Do  you  have  any 

23 

wondering  if  we  could  get  a  copy  of  the  report? 

24  idea? 

24 

Would  the  Army  be  willing  to  duplicate  the  report 

25                      BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  couldn't  provide 

25 

and  see  if  that's  a  reasonable  thing  to  look  at 

an 
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1  while  your  guys  are  evaluating  that  as  well? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Sure.  Uhoever 

3  needs  a  copy,  please  call  Thomas'  office,  and  we'll 

t  one  out  in  the  mail  to  you. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:  Thanks. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    My  comment  is, 

7  actually,  I  have  a  string  of  short  comments.  I 

8  think  that  the  most  likely  path  would  be  --  is  not 

9  groundwater,  but  surface  water  runoff.    And  in  line 

10  with  that,  I  am  somewhat  concerned  to  make  sure 

11  that  the  runoff  off  the  roads  is  not  going  to  go 

12  into  Mountain  Lake  if  something  is  done  to  it.  So 

13  that  would  be  an  issue.    I'd  like  to  know  if  it's 

14  going  to  be  looked  at? 

15  The  other  thing  that  I  have  wanted  to  talk 

16  about  a  little  bit  was,  the  form  of  the  lead. 

17  Because  lead-paint  dust  is  another  potential 

18  source.    So  if  people  have  looked  into  what  form 

19  the  lead  is  in  the  soil,  and  differentiate  it  by 

20  that. 

21  And  then,  I  take  issue  with  John,  regarding 

22  the  fact  that  filtration  is  a  natural  process.  And 

23  in  lakes  you  will  often  have  storm  events  and  other 

24  things  that  come  in  and  wash  a  lot  of  that  sediment 

25  out.    So  it  is  not  inevitable  that  all  lakes  get 
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1  plugged  up.    So  I  don't  think  Mountain  Lake  is  a 

2  natural  process. 

3  And  just  finally,  Arlene,  I  think  one  in  four 

4  is  significant,  depending  upon  who  you  ask.    And  I 

5  really  think  one  out  of  four  samples,  finding  some 

6  pesticides,  from  my  viewpoint,  is  something 

7  significant.    So  I  agree  with  you  on  that.    So  I'll 

8  turn  it  back  to  Aaron. 

9  MS.  JENSEN:    All  the  data  we  used  in 

10  this  report  came  from  examinations  done  by  the 

11  Army.    So  we're  basically  passing  on  information 

12  that's  already  available.    We  don't  have  access  to 

13  the  Feasibility  Study,  so  we  haven't  been  able  to 

14  compare  the  numbers  with  the  preliminary 

15  remediation  goals.    We  are,  of  course,  very 

16  interested  in  seeing  the  standards  that  are  going 

17  to  be  used  for  natural  resources,  not  so  much 

18  recreational  purposes.    Obviously,  those  standards 

19  have  already  been  set. 

20  MR.  GLANT2:    As  far  as  the  lead,  the 

21  only  specifications  the  Army  made  was  inorganic 

22  lead.    So  there  isn't  lead  floating  around  in  the 

23  world  and  landing  in  the  lake,  something  is 

24  processing  it. 

25  I'd  also  like  to  take  issue  with  the  natural 
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1  processes  statement.    It  is  a  natural  process  for 

2  lakes  to  become  wetlands,  that  is  what  happens. 

3  But  the  natural  processes  were  obviously  sped  up 

4  here  in  this  case.    This  is  something  that  should 

5  happen  over  generations  and  generations,  and  it's 

6  happened  here  in  the  space  of  50  years.    This  is 

7  not  natural.    This  is  something  where  a  natural 

8  process  has  been  aided  and  abetted  by  species 

9  around  the  lake. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Could  you  give  a 

11  wrap-up  comment? 

12  MR.  GLANTZ:    A  wrap-up  comment  is, 

13  that  something  that  would  be  very  cheap  here  could 

14  be  done.    You  are  looking  at  $500,000  to  a  million 

15  dollars.    And  looking  at  some  of  the  other  projects 

16  that  have  been  done,  it  seems  like  a  very  small 

17  amount  of  money  for  the  Army,  or  any  other  federal 

18  agency,  and  it  would  be  something  that  would  be 

19  available  for  generations. 

20  Mountain  Lake  is  a  very,  very  heavily  used 

21  recreational  resource,  which  is  currently  being 

22  used  by  many,  many  children  as  opposed  to  many 

her  sites  on  the  Presidio,  which  is  being  used  by 
2>t  ,iO  one  now.    So  there's  no  risk  for  anyone  at  this 
25  time. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you  so  much 

2  for  your  discussion  and  your  efforts.    And  good 

3  luck  on  your  finals. 

4  DEH  Area  Draft  RAP  Status.    Is  that  going  to 

5  be  Brian? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Most  of  you 

7  will  remember  we're  currently  working  here  through 

8  a  working  group  process  with  the  regulators,  the 

9  Park  Service,  the  Army,  and  the  RAB  members.  This 

10  is  a  group  that  is  collectively  trying  to  develop  a 

11  draft  remedial  action  plan  for  the  DEH,  and  trying 

12  to,  as  a  tool,  to  expedite  the  process  along  Crissy 

13  Field. 

14  As  I  have  reported,  we  are  making  slow 

15  progress.    I  believe  we're  actually  very  close  to 

16  having  a  draft  that  will  be  out  for  public  review. 

17  We're  currently  in  the  last,  and,  hopefully,  final 

18  proofreading  version  within  the  working  group. 

19  That  was  handed  out  today,  and  we'll  have  something 

20  for  the  rest  of  the  members  within  the  next  day. 

21  We'll  be  meeting  next  week  to  go  over  final 

22  changes,  at  which  point,  I  will  photocopy  it.  It 

23  will  be  distributed  in  early  January  to  RAB  members 

24  and  any  other  interested  parties  for  public 

25  review. 
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1  At  this  point,  people  will  have  an 

2  opportunity,  much  like  was  done  with  the  EE/CA, 

3  because  we  will  have  an  opportunity  to  submit 

4  public  comment  before  one  of  the  RAB  meetings.  At 

5  this  point,  I  suspect  it  will  be  the  January  RAB 

6  meeting,  and  then  go  through  the  decision-making 

7  process. 

8  John  is  going  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  the 

9  development  of  the  cleanup  levels. 

10  BOARDMEHBER  BUCK:    There  was  a 

11  handout  that  everybody  should  have.    This  process 

12  for  developing  cleanup  goals  has  involved  probably 

13  about  20  discussions  over  conference  calls  and 

14  numerous  meetings.    So  to  capture  that  effort  in  a 

15  brief  presentation  is  difficult,  and  I  can't  say  I 

16  totally  understand  the  process  myself.    But  bear 

17  with  me.    I'll  try  to  take  you  through  this  effort 

18  to  develop  these  cleanup  goals. 

19  We're  really  focusing  here  on  the  DEH  area, 

20  that  was  the  intent  of  this  effort.    And  when  I 

21  refer  to  PRGs,  those  are  the  levels  which  we 

22  believe  are  protective  of  human  health  and  the 

23  environment.    And  I'll  get  into  a  little  more 

24  detail  on  each  of  those  areas. 

25  For  the  human  health  evaluation  we  made  some 
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1  assumptions.    In  all  risk  assessments  you  make  some 

2  assumptions.    And  for  the  assumption  at  the  DEH 

3  area,  we  looked  at  the  Park  Service's  General 

4  Management  Plan  to  get  a  feel  for  what  the  reuse  in 

5  that  area  will  be.    We  basically  came  up  with  what 

6  we  call  a  recreational  scenario.    Some  assumptions 

7  made  in  there  were  that  there  would  be  visitation 

8  150  days  of  the  year.    People  would  have  both  skin 

9  contact  with  the  soil,  and  they  would  eat  some  of 

10  the  soil,  particularly  children. 

11  We  plugged  in  the  various  factors.  We 

12  designed  PRGs  --  if  I  say  too  many  acronyms,  and 

13  you  can't  understand  them,  raise  your  hand  and  I'll 

14  try  to  clarify  it.    But  we  designed  the  PRGs  to  be 

15  protective  from  a  cancer  standpoint,  one  to  the 

16  minus  six,  or  a  hazard  index  of  one.    And  whatever 

17  number  was  the  most  conservative  of  those  two 

18  numbers  was  established  as  the  PRG. 

19  Third  slide  shows  you  some  of  the  PRGs  that 

20  were  calculated.    And  these  are  the  pesticides  that 

21  exceeded.    We  basically  established  PRGs  for  a  wide 

22  variety  of  contaminants.    So  those  listed  here  are 

23  the  ones  that  exceeded  those  goals,  and  we 

24  particularly  targeted  our  cleanup  goals.    And  my 

25  recollection  of  the  data,  from  a  pesticide 
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1  standpoint,  is  that  chlordane  was  the  highest 

2  detected  pesticide  in  that  area. 

3  The  lead  value  of  840  was  supported  for  the 

4  recreational  use  scenario  also.    And  to  me,  I  can 

5  understand  the  human  health  risk  assessment  much 

6  better  than  the  ecological,  because  you're  looking 

7  at  not  one  species  but  a  variety  of  species.  It's 

8  very  difficult  because  the  data  is  pretty  sketchy. 

9  So  it's  a  combination  of  extensive  literature,  and 

10  professional  knowledge.    Sort  of  a  weight  of 

11  evidence  exercise. 

12  What  you  see  --  this  is  a  fourth  slide  which 

13  says.  Ecological  Risk  PRGs,  Birds  and  Mammals. 

14  What  we  have  is  target  receptors  that  we  come  up 

15  with.    And  these  are  meant  to  capture  a  broad  range 

16  of  potential  ecological  receptors  at  the  Presidio, 

17  not  every  one,  we  couldn't  do  that.    But  they  tried 

18  to  represent  carnivores,  people,  things  that  eat 

19  grass,  things  of  that  nature,  to  catch  a  broad 

20  spectrum  of  the  food-kill;  animals,  birds,  so 

21  forth. 

22  Again,  we  set  the  hazard  quotient  equal  to 

23  one,  to  determine  that  to  be  protective. 

24  In  this  particular  portion  of  my 

25  presentation,  I  am  going  to  get  into  some  acronyms 
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1  that  I  am  going  to  try  and  explain  in  some  later 

2  sites.    And  some  of  those  are  these  toxicity 

3  benchmark  values. 

4  We  have  to  develop  that  dietary  ingestion 

5  rate.    All  these  things  are  basically  --  you  go 

6  into  the  literature  and  see  what  studies  are  out 

7  there.    Many  times  the  study  is  not  up  to  your 

8  particular  receptor  that  you're  targeting,  but 

9  something  similar,  so  you  have  to  extrapolate. 

10  I'll  try  to  explain  that  a  little  bit  more. 

11  As  you  recall,  I  said  for  humans,  that  they 

12  would  get  in  contact  with  either  their  skin  or  they 

13  would  ingest  the  soil.    In  a  similar  fashion,  for 

14  the  ecological  receptor,  we  considered  that  they 

15  could  get  in  direct  contact  with  the  soil  with 

16  their  skin,  they  could  ingest  the  soil  itself,  or 

17  they  could  ingest  sprays  that  were  working  through 

18  the  soil,  and  pick  up  some  other  contaminants 

19  ingested  into  their  bodies. 

20  So  a  bird  comes  along  and  eats  a  worm  that 

21  has  some  contaminants,  that  would  be  a  level  of 

22  exposure.    Then  you  would  have  a  raptor  eating  the 

23  bird,  that  sort  of  bioaccumulation.    And  what  we 

24  did  is,  we  developed  high  and  low  PRGs  for  each 

25  receptor  at  the  site  to  give  a  range  of  values,  not 
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1  picking  just  one  range,  because  there  is  so  much 

2  uncertainty  with  this  effort. 

3  Again,  next  line  sort  of  goes  over  some  of 

' e  factors  that  you  look  at  in  an  ecological  risk 
cessment.    It  talks  about  bioaccumutation  factors 

6  to  dietary  ingestion  rates,  how  much  an  animal 

7  actually  eats.    You  want  to  keep  things  sort  of 

8  constant  throughout,  the  substance  that  a  species 

9  eats  per  day  has  to  be  adjusted  for  body  weight. 

10  You  develop  these  LOAELs,  which  is  basically 

11  the  lowest  level  that  a  study  has  determined  that 

12  would  negatively  impact  an  organism.    And  NOAELs, 

13  the  highest  level  where  no  observed  effect  was 

14  observed,  basically,  the  highest  daily  intake  that 

15  would  have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  receptor. 

16  We  also  looked  at  mammals  and  birds  and 

17  plants.    And  basically,  exposure  routes,  where 

18  there  was  direct  contact  with  the  soil.    And  again, 

19  we  looked  to  the  literature  to  get  the  data, 

20  because  lead  was  such  a  significant  contaminant  at 

21  this  site,  we  actually  went  through  some  additional 

22  steps  to  determine  the  PRGs. 

23  And  working  with  us  on  this  process  was 

24  BTAG.    This  is  a  group  of  regulatory  ecologists 

25  from  the  DTSC,  Water  Board,  EPA,  Fish  and  Wildlife, 
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1  who  had  been  developing  on  a  regional  basis,  a  lot 

2  of  the  same  information  that  we  were  developing, 

3  sort  of  independently  through  this  effort.    So  we 

4  drew  on  their  expertise  in  this  process  also. 

5  And  so  we  basically  developed  a  NOAEL  --  and 

6  again,  we're  talking  about  birds  here.  The 

7  American  robin  turned  out  to  be  the  most  sensitive 

8  receptor  that  we  had.    We  had  the  Army  develop  TBV 

9  NOAELs  and  TBV  LOAELs.    Again,  the  LOAELs  is  the 

10  lowest  observed  adverse  effect  level  where  you  had 

11  something,  and  NOAEL  is  the  highest  observed  result 

12  where  you  didn't  have  an  effect. 

13  And  I  talked  a  little  bit  about  the 

14  uncertainty.    I  have  another  slide  which  defines 

15  that  a  little  more  in-depth.    Basically,  it  counts 

16  for  the  fuzziness,  which  is  a  good  word  for  it. 

17  Basically,  what  we  looked  at  is  the  high  end  of  the 

18  NOAEL,  which  is  to  be  protective  of  the  low  end  of 

19  the  LOAEL.    In  other  words,  what  we  wanted  to  do  is 

20  be  protective  of  the  population.    We  thought  this 

21  was  an  appropriate  way  to  look  at  --  to  develop 

22  these  numbers. 

23  Some  of  the  things  that  cause  uncertainty, 

24  particularly  in  ecological  risk  assessment,  you 

25  have  variance  between  species.    It's  tough 
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1  sometimes  because  you  only  have  data  on  a  robin,  or 

2  something  like  that,  and  your  receptor  is  a  bird 

3  similar  to  that.    You  can  extrapolate,  but  there  is 

4  uncertainly  when  we  make  that  jump.  Various 

5  species  have  different  sensitivities.  Sometimes 

6  there's  not  a  lot  of  data  out  there.    You  do  a  lot 

7  of  literature  searches.    You  get  as  much 

8  information  as  possible,  but  sometimes  there  is  no 

9  information.    And  then  sometimes  the  study  did  not 

10  determine  a  NOAEL,  so  you  sort  of  extrapolate  from 

11  the  NOAEL  data. 

12  So  these  are  all  things  that  add  a  little  bit 

13  of  fuzziness  to  the  data  that  you  come  up  with. 

14  That's  why  you  plug  in  these  uncertainty  factors. 

15  For  the  plants,  we  looked  at  numerous 

16  studies.    Again,  we  didn't  really  find  much  in  the 

17  way  of  studies  that  were  directly  related  to  the 

18  plant  species  at  the  Presidio,  so  you  do  the  best 

19  job  you  can  with  the  available  information. 

20  We  developed,  basically,  a  nonlethal  range 

21  and  a  lethal  range  for  the  plant  PRGs.    Again,  we 

22  thought  the  high  end  of  the  range  of  the  nonlethal 
?"     fects  would  be  protective  of  the  low  end  of  the 
2-     .thai  effects. 

25  And  the  last  slide  there,  you  see  the  range 
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1  of  lead  values  that  we  did  come  up  with.  Humans, 

2  birds,  plants.    You  see  a  range  there,  it's  quite 

3  varied  with  the  data.    So  I  think  the  No.  477  is  a 

4  good  number.    It's  a  conservative  number.  It 

5  accounts  for  the  uncertainty.    And  it  is,  in  our 

6  view,  protective  of  the  receptors  that  will  be  out 

7  there  for  the  DEH  area.    Again,  this  is  for  the  DEH 

8  site.    With  that,  were  there  questions? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What  was  the 

10  level  of  participation  regarding  the  RAB  members? 

11  And  also,  I'd  like  to  get  some  clarification 

12  regarding  the  number  477.    What  was  the  process  for 

13  developing  the  standards  for  coming  up  with  the 

14  number  477?    What  was  the  methodology  used  to  come 

15  up  with  that  number  in  the  middle  of  the  range  from 

16  2.07  to  1,940? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Okay.    The  first 

18  question  was  the  RAB  members.    They  participated  in 

19  numerous  conference  calls  and  meetings.    When  we 

20  actually  came  up  with  the  477  they  were  not  present 

21  at  that  meeting. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    The  last  meeting 

23  I  attended,  the  range  was  somewhere  between  50  and 

24  200,  and  then  the  bottom  kind  of  dropped  out  at 

25  that  point. 


Page  11 


45 

TinyTran 

46 

1                         BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  we  had  some 

1 

dominates,  so  we  went  the  extra  effort.    But  we  did 

2  early  numbers  from  the  BTAG,  which  actually  some  of 

2 

do  PRGs.    I  showed  you  some  of  them  for  pesticides. 

3  those  were  lower,  I  think,  2.8.    But  you  can  see 

3 

and  so  forth.    So  we  did  do  the  full  range. 

4  the  range  there,  2.07  to  1,940,  53.0  to  39,700. 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Are  those  going 

5  There's  quite  a  spread  there,  so  you  have  to  look 

5 

to  be  in  the  report? 

6  at  all  the  data  and  sort  of  weigh  the  evidence, 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Yes.    We  have  some 

7  evaluate  the  spread  of  that. 

7 

human  health  requirements  that  drove  a  lot  of  the 

8           We  did  something  in  the  uncertainty 

8 

pesticides  up. 

9  analysis.    We  did  a  statistical  evaluation  of  all 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    There  were 

10  the  ranges  out  there  with  all  of  these  uncertainty 

10 

certain  cases  where  other  elements  or  compounds  for 

11  factors,  such  as  the  intraspecies  differences,  the 

11 

lead  isn't  elevated.    So  for  those  cases  there 

12  availability  of  the  data  and  included  the  ingestion 

12 

would  be  cleanup  before  other  contaminants. 

13  rates.    One  scientist  will  say  a  robin  ingests  two 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    In  addition  to 

14  grams  of  soil  a  day,  someone  else  says,  four  grams 

14 

thanking  the  RAB  members  who  went  to  these  meetings 

15  a  day.    So  that's  another  uncertainty.    Plug  that 

15 

--  it  took  a  lot  of  time  --  I'd  like  to  ask  what 

16  in  and  the  477  was  sort  of  --  well,  you  can  see  the 

16 

you  think  of  the  477  level?    Or  perhaps  you  don't 

17  range  there  of  2  to  1900,  it's  conservative  within 

17 

know  all  the  levels,  so  you  can't  tell  us  all  of 

18  that  range,  and  much  below  the  LOAEL  range. 

18 

your  thoughts. 

19                      BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    You  explained 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    I  go  to  a  lot  of 

20  that  lead  is  very  significant  and  important.  Did 

20 

meetings.    And  up  through  that  time  there  was  a 

21  you  also  develop  PRGs  for  other  chemicals,  or  is  it 

21 

number  of  questions,  including  detailed  conference 

22  so  significant  that  it  drives  whatever  else? 

22 

calls,  and  very  complex  and  technical  discussions. 

23                       BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  developed  a 

23 

But  the  other  discussion  was  around  the  number 

24  long  list  of  PRGs  for  a  wide  variety  of  organics 

24 

200.    So  my  question  was  based  on  the  fact  that  I 

25  and  inorganics.    It's  just  at  this  site  lead 

25 

was  trying  to  figure  out  from  there  --  my 

47 

48 

1  understanding  was,  that  the  BTAG  process  was 

1 

described  by  the  range  that  you  provide  in  that 

2  completely  after,  at  least,  after  my  participation 

2 

s I i  de? 

3  in  the  working  unit. 

3 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Sometimes  they 

4                      BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    But  are  you 

4 

come  under  the  general  description  of  reduced 

5  happy  with  the  number  477? 

5 

biomass.    Sometimes  they  can  give  a  percentage  of 

6                      BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What  I'd  like  to 

6 

10  percent  with  a  reduction  in  leaf  area.  Not 

7  know,  when  you  reviewed  the  EE/CA  process,  or  the 

7 

every  study  is  the  same.    So  sometimes  you  have  to 

8  RAB  process,  were  you  able  to  get  documents  so  we 

8 

look  at  all  the  studies  to  try  to  drive  sort  of  a 

9  can  make  an  intelligent  comment  on  it? 

9 

central  theme  of  those.    Sometimes  they  describe 

10                       BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    In  the 

10 

the  root  mass. 

11  document,  which  will  come  out  for  public  review, 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Is  the 

12  there  will  be  a  brief  write-up.    And  that  will 

12 

complete  list  of  nonlethal  effects  going  to  appear 

13  reference  a  series  of  data  and  go  into  more  detail 

13 

in  the  DEH  document  itself? 

14  than  what  John  explained,  meaning,  the  different 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    There's  a  table  in 

15  processes  for  that  number.    And  those,  right  now, 

15 

one  of  the  attachments. 

16  are  still  being  processed.    So  the  public  will  be 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    My  second 

17  able  to  see  and  comment  on  the  process. 

17 

question  is  this.    First  of  all,  the  range  which 

18                         FACILITATOR  KERN:     I'll  comment  after 

18 

Scott  referred  to,  which  began  at  50  parts  per 

19  Rob. 

19 

million,  that  number  50  does  not  appear  on  the 

20                         BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:  I  also 

20 

slide.    And  I  think  that's  curious.    And  it  does  go 

21  participated  in  some  of  the  meetings,  and  that's 

21 

to  some  of  my  questions  about  why  you've  put  500 

22  the  basis  for  some  of  my  questions,  not  only  477 

22 

down  here  in  plants  because  --  let  me  just  point 

23  but  500.    So  I  have  two  questions. 

23 

out,  that  the  number  50  parts  per  million  first 

24           First  of  all,  for  plants.    What  were  the 

24 

appeared,  as  far  as  I  know,  in  the  public  documents 

25  nonlethal  effects  that  made  up  the  effects  that  are 

25 

for  this  area  in  the  original  remedial 
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1  investigation  report,  which  the  Army  published 

2  itself.    So  that  was  the  first  source  that  I  saw 

3  that  there  was  consideration  of  that  number. 

Subsequent  to  that  debate  about  50  parts  per 
tlion  as  a  plant  number,  the  Water  Board  adopted 

6  its  site  cleanup  plan.    And  although  50  parts  per 

7  million  protects  against  ecological  risk,  it's  not 

8  absolutely  adopted.    There  was  a  sort  of 

9  paraphrased  SCRs,  a  sort  of  presumption,  that  if 

10  the  Army  wanted  to  chose  another  number  besides  50, 

11  that  it  would  have  to  find  some  justification  to  do 

12  so. 

13  So  in  other  words,  to  say  that  the  range 

14  begins  at  316,  in  light  of  the  Water  Board's 

15  already  considering  50  as  a  beginning  of  the  range, 

16  and  the  Army  itself  having  presented  50  as  one  of 

17  the  important  studies,  it  seems  to  me  an  inaccurate 

18  starting  point  for  making  this  further 

19  determination  that  you  described. 

20  Then  secondly,  when  you  look  at  this  final, 

21  or  the  PRGs,  this  is  totally,  I  think,  kind  of  a 

22  scientific  kind  of  comment.    But  you  mentioned 

23  beforehand,  that  in  order  to  figure  out  where  the 

24  range  is  to  select  the  number  for  mammals  and 

25  birds,  we  wanted  to  choose  something  that  was 
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1  protective  of  the  low  end  of  the  LOAEL  and  the  90 

2  percentile  of  the  NOAEL.    Well,  can  we  put  that 

3  kind  of  thinking  to  bear  on  the  plants  as  well? 

4  And  when  we  see  that  the  number  you've  selected  is 

5  at  the  high  end  of  the  nonlethal  range,  and  the 

6  range  itself  does  not  start,  like  I  say,  from  the 

7  point  of  50  parts  per  million,  which  is  a  number 

8  that,  whatever  else  has  credence  of  these 

9  determinations,  that  the  Water  Board,  and  the  Army 

10  itself,  has  made  previously. 

11  And  so  the  selection  of  500,  based  on  your 

12  methodology  that  you  described  here,  does  not  seem 

13  logical.    And  furthermore,  like  I  say,  the  range  in 

14  which  you  start  from  for  doing  that  selection,  does 

15  not  seem  appropriate. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  in  fact,  I 

17  think  I  recall  that  50  was  for  -- 

18  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  understand 

19  the  problems  with  50  as  a  number.    I'm  not  saying 

20  50.    I'm  saying  you've  produced  a  range  here  to 

21  select  from. 

22  BOARDMEHBER  BUCK:    And  perhaps  this 

23  number,  316,  is  inaccurate.    I  have  to  check  my 

24  soils. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    And  again,  if 
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1  you're  going  to  pick  within  that  range,  why  pick  at 

2  the  high  end  of  the  nonlethal  range?    But  for  the 

3  LOAELs  for  birds,  you  didn't  pick  at  the  high  end? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Sort  of  on  a 

5  similar  basis  with  the  LOAELs  and  NOAELs,  lethal 

6  and  nonlethal,  you  could  see  that  500  is  well  below 

7  the  lethal  range. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    I  see  it's 

9  somewhat  below. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    When  you  do  a 

11  risk  assessment  you  have  to  chose  10  to  the  minus 

12  six.    So  the  same  rule  applies  to  that  type  of 

13  analysis. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I  understand 

15  that.    I'm  saying,  I'm  following  John's  description 

16  of  the  methodology  of  how  he  picked  it.    And  I'm 

17  saying,  to  me,  even  after  hearing  that  methodology, 

18  it  does  not  appear  to  be  logical. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I  think  it 

20  fits  another  factor,  in  that,  the  500  was  in  the 

21  available  study  we  did  have.    There  was  some 

22  grasses.    We  know  grasses  are  going  to  be  planted 

7        the  DEH  area,  and  the  grasses  in  this  particular 
2>.    .udy  indicated  that  a  level  between  500  and  1000 
25  was  appropriate.    So  again,  I  think  that  wins 
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1  support  for  picking  the  500  value  as  opposed  to 

2  something  lower. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:    Well,  I'm 

4  going  with  what's  in  front  of  me.    And  what's  in 

5  front  of  me,  and  what  I  have  mentioned  before, 

6  about  the  appropriate  range,  is  not  supportive.  I 

7  don't  see  why  that  500  number  comes  out. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Rob,  this  is 

9  just  a  summary  of  how  the  500  got  chosen. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  REINHARD:     I'm  just 

11  trying  to  point  out  other  considerations  about 

12  that. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  wanted  to  take 

14  a  little  bit  of  time  to  understand  your  statistical 

15  uncertainty  analysis  a  little  bit,  and  talk  about 

16  it  a  little  bit. 

17  My  understanding  of  what  you  did  was,  you 

18  took  all  these  numbers,  generated  from  all  these 

19  different  studies,  and  all  these  different  effects, 

20  and  you  put  them  into  a  pot,  and  you  did  your  Monte 

21  Carlo  simulation  statistical  tool  on  that  pot.  And 

22  you  came  out  with  a  number  at  the  90  percentile  or 

23  the  95th;  is  that  correct? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  it  shows 

25  your  range  from  zero  to  100,  correct. 
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i                         ttuAKuntriDbK  daaick:     i  would  nope,  at 

i 

if  I  can  --  there  is  a  misunderstanding  going  on  as 

c  \.  cab  l  ,  you  ;>eparatea  tnose  two  di  ras . 

d 

to  what  the  basic  process  was  that  generated  that 

o                           BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG :     They  were 

3 

number  for  the  animals. 

h  separated,    it  was  a  siigntiy  aiTTerent  starting 

For  the  animals,  there  was  one  for  a  smaller 

d  po l  nt  j or  piants  versus  am  ma  is . 

D 

subset  of  studies.    And  within  that  study  different 

O                                 DUMKUntrlDLK  bAAltK.      1 n6  point  I'm 

JL 
O 

parameters  are  not  necessarily  fixed  numbers. 

7  trying  to  get  at,  you  took  these  studies.  You 

7 

For  example,  John  mentioned  that  a  bird 

8  separated  the  numbers  from  what  they  distinctly 

0 
0 

normally  eats  a  gram  of  food.    That  is  not 

y  representea,  Trom  ail  ui TTerent  types  ot  aata  sets. 

y 

necessarily  just  one  number,  but  it  ranges  because 

10  with  all  different  types  of  uncertainties  of  those 

1  n 
1  U 

the  size  of  the  bird  varies.    The  Army  went  through 

1 1  aata  sets,    tou  put  tnem  1 nto  a  numoer- genera 1 1 ng 

1 1 
1 1 

and  developed  uncertainty  ranges  for  each  of  those 

12  machine  and  came  out  with  something,  and  then  tried 

12 

fixed  points  within  the  study,  and  defined  how  a 

13  to  say  that  number  represented  some  physical 

IT 

1.5 

population  of  that  one  value  of  birds  weighed.  And 

14  reality,  and  that's  the  way  you  went  about  choosing 

1  / 

within  that  study,  the  Monte  Carlo  simulation  went 

15  your  477? 

ID 

through  a  thousand  different  runs  of  what  the 

lo                      boakdmember  bulk:    well,  we  basically 

1  z. 
16 

different  underlying  numbers  could  be  within  that 

17  use  that  as  a  tool.    It's  a  tool  that  regulatory 

1 o* 

study,  and  it  created  a  possibility  of  outcomes, 

18  agencies  also  use  in  looking  at  this.    I  think  it's 

18 

and  a  thousand  different  scenarios  from  that  one 

19  a  way  to  try  to  get  a  handle  on  all  the  data  that 

10 

iy 

study. 

20  is  out  there  and  come  up  with  a  realistic  number. 

20 

AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    I  think  around  ten 

01                                                  DnADhUCMDCD     DAVTCD.      T     aIahI  f     -J  i  ^  a,  „  — 

d\                      buakdmlmblr  baxiek:  I  oofi  t  disagree 

01 
£i 

different  parameters  went  into  the  PRG  standard 

22  that  statistics  is  a  tool.    But  these  tools  are 

22 

deviation,  and  the  uncertainty  associated  with  the 

23  normal ly  recjui red  when  talking  about  the  same  data 

OT 
CD 

average  number  that  was  presented  in  the  paper  as 

24  set. 

24 

the  number.    And  the  uncertainty  analysis,  what  it 

25                      BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Let  me  see 

25 

does  is,  it  calculates  different  numbers  by 

EC 

DD 

r/ 
Do 

1  randomly  generating  a  number  between  the  average  of 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I'm  not  sure 

2  numbers.    Plus  or  minus  standards  for  it  could  be 

£ 

of  that  last  part.    They  were  grouped  into  a 

j  iuu  ana  lyo. 

J 

percentile.    The  477  represents  the  90  percentile 

4          So,  yes,  there  was  a  thousand  runs,  and  there 

4 

of  the  output  ot  the  run  tor  the  NOAELs. 

5  were  a  thousand  different  numbers  generated.  But 

r 

b 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     What  animal  IS 

6  they  were  all  within  that  range  associated  with 

0 

going  to  be  hurt  at  477?   Which  specific  animal 

7  each  parameter  that  went  i nto  the  equat i on.  So 

f 

■  ■ill      V>a     K  ■  ■  r»  +■     q  +■     /.  770 

will  De  hurt  at  **(({ 

8  we're  encompassing  all  the  possible  variations  of 

Q 
O 

DnADnULTUDCD    III  1  ClIOWA  kli"  .         T     UaI  i  a.m 

BOAKUMtMBtK  ULLENSVANG:    I  believe. 

9  each  number.    We're  taking  all  that  into  account  to 

O 

y 

the  477  represents  the  American  robin. 

10  determine  this,  and  we  do  get  a  range  from  two  to 

1  n 
1U 

BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Because  it  was 

11  iyuu.    But  trie  two  is  a  low  end.    The  iyuu  is  at 

1 1 
1  1 

found  to  be  the  most  sensitive  receptor. 

12  the  high  end.    You  can  get  different  percentiles. 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     Okay.     SO  at  477 

id  in  tms  case,  nfuu  is  at  the  yDtn  percentile,  ana 

Id 

the  American  robin  is  going  to  be  okay?    Is  that 

14  you  have  a  few  data  points  that  are  close  to  1900. 

1  / 
14 

what  you're  saying? 

ilC                iia     a\»a     f  a  1  1/  i  „  _     4.L  a.     L.'-L      a.  —  J     A£     4.  U  —  l|A«r| 

id  so  we  are  talking  the  nigh  end  ot  tne  noael. 

Id 

DnxniMitunrn    i  n  i  run/A  ha  _       tUa*  i  »    ■  .La a. *- 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     That's  What 

to                      boardmember  BAXTER:    jnanK  you.  But 

16 

this  is  supposed  to  say. 

17  I  guess,  what  I  really  am  trying  to  get  here,  is 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Where  did  the 

18  that  even  if  you  did  this  within  a  subset  of  a  data 

18 

two  come  from?    I  thought  the  two  came  from  the 

19  set,  such  as  what  you  were  talking  about,  Brian, 

40 

iy 

American  robin? 

20  and  you  did  some  statistics  on  that  after  you  were 

on 
til) 

DnADnurilDCD     III    1  miOl/AlIf1.          All  4>U«. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     All  the 

21  done  with  those  statistics,  you  threw  it  in  your 

<_  I 

numbers  on  this  model  came  from  the  same  study. 

22  bigger  mammal  pot.    And  then  with  your  bigger 

00 
dd 

BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:     SO  you  got  a 

23  mammal  pot,  you  redid  your  statistics  again,  is 

OTE 

study  that  says  two  is  going  to  be  where  the 

O/*      ^  h  n         *"»     nhAAAh     01  invnA  r*w    s*\  ^     f  Ua     nAAAArji  iaa*      i  0     f  U  Af 

t*t  tnat  a  proper  summary  ot  tne  proceaure,  1  s  tnat 

O/. 

American  robin  is  safe,  and  the  same  study  says 

25  correct,  or  not? 

25 

477? 
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1  BOARDHEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    As  Barbara 

2  mentioned,  each  of  the  certain  numbers  that  were 

3  used  to  develop  numbers  that  came  out  of  the  study 

*i  an  uncertainty  associated  with  it.  And  it  goes 
,-ough  and  tries  to  develop  a  "what  if"  scenario 

6  within  the  study.    So  it's  not  to  generate  a 

7  particular  number,  but  is  a  tool  to  help  focus  in 

8  where  there  is  uncertainty. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay.  What 

10  you're  saying  with  your  477,  is  the  study  that  said 

11  "adverse  effects"  is  wrong? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  don't  know 

13  what  the  number  is  that  was  published.    I  just 

14  don't  recall  what  it  is.    But  that  study  was  made 

15  available  by  the  Army,  and  I  don't  recall  what  the 

16  number  is,  but  I'm  sure  that  you're  more  than 

17  welcome  to  look  at  that  study. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Right.  So 

19  basically,  you're  saying  here  that  the  American 

20  robin  is  going  to  be  safe  at  477,  because 

21  somebody's  study  said  477  is  most  representative  of 

22  the  risk  of  the  robin? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    The  study 

24  didn't  say  477.    The  study  said,  a  similar  number. 

25  I  just  don't  recall  right  now  what  the  study  said. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  192  said  the 

2  robin  was  safe. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    The  standard 

4  deviation  was  the  bulkhead  of  this  model.  That's 

5  where  you  come  up  with  the  477. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  what  physical 

7  reality  does  477  have?    What's  the  physical  reality 

8  of  the  numbers? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Under  the 

10  scenario  of  reality  that  was  simulated,  we  haven't 

11  measured  the  American  robin.    So  there's  some 

12  uncertainty  of  those  simulations  for  the  no 

13  observed  effect  level  in  the  90  percentile  of 

14  those.    So  that  of  the  thousands  of  numbers  that 

15  were  generated,  100  were  higher  and  900  were 

16  lower. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  of  those 

18  numbers,  how  many  were  based  on  a  physical 

19  reality? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    They  were 

21  all  based  on  the  same  scale. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Could  we  get  a 

23  listing  of  the  numbers  of  species  that  are  going  to 

24  be  left  at  risk  by  the  477,  based  upon  the  study 

25  that  you  gathered  together,  and  stuff  like  that? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    This  is  the  most 

2  sensitive  species.    All  the  rest  have  much  higher 

3  numbers. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    I  don't  think 

5  that's  quite  true.    Because  I  heard,  and  I  read, 

6  there  are  lower  levels  than  477  that  are  considered 

7  a  problem  for  a  lot  of  different  species.    So  I 

8  would  like  to  see.    You  have  X  amount  of  studies 

9  that  you  went  through. 

10  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:     If  you  look  at  the 

11  PRG  table,  you'll  see  that  the  American  robin  is 

12  the  most  sensitive.    All  the  rest  of  the  numbers 

13  and  the  PRG  tables  are  available. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    References  would 

15  tell  you  where  to  go  in  the  library. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Okay.    Then  I 

17  guess  I  will  drop  it  for  now. 

18  Romy,  I  have  a  question  for  you.  The 

19  California  Department  of  Fish  &  Game,  about  a  year 

20  and  a  half  ago,  wrote  a  letter  to  your  agency  with 

21  suggestions  of  levels  of  what  they  would  consider 

22  appropriate  PRGs.  Can  you  explain  how  this  number 
?"       consistent  with  that  letter,  and  what  was  in 

c  .1 

25  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    That  table,  I 
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1  believe,  was  incorporated  in  the  study.    Like  John 

2  said,  this  was  a  mistake  in  the  PRG  level  for 

3  plants.    Like  the  50  for  red  oak,  with  an  FPO 

4  devising  numbers  for  leaves,  it's  not  a  toxic 

5  effect,  but  it's  a  nonlethal  effect.    And  they 

6  forwarded  it  to  the  Army  for  inclusion. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    The  California 

8  Department  of  Fish  &  Game  suggested  levels  ranging 

9  from,  approximately,  five  parts  per  million  for 

10  worms. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    I  don't  recall 

12  the  five  parts  per  million,  I  recall  50  parts  per 

13  million. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    They  have  a 

15  number  for  a  couple  of  -- 

16  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Those  are 

17  within  range. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Those  are  all 

19  low  numbers. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    And  they  are 

21  included  in  the  range. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  477  is  higher 

23  than  all  those  numbers? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    But  we're 

25  talking  about  a  range  here  placed  on  the  Fish  & 
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1  Gains  numbers      Fish  &  Game  numbers  arp  nnt  i nt^nHoH 

■     vj  *_j  1 1 1  v_,     I  ICJI 1  ikjk*  1  *j  ■•          ■    1  o  1  1     uc     U  dl  1  Iw     1  1  UI  1  ILJC  1  O     G  1  C     I  IV  L      1  1  1  L  Cl  lUvu 

i 

protect  the  robin  is  somehow  not  the  correct  range 

2  to  be  cleanuo  numbers      These  are  more  Like  a 

2 

to  think  about.    And  that's  what  I'm  saying. 

3  screeninci  number      You  have  to  do  some  realitv 

That's  a  lot  of  uncertainty.    Was  Daisy  really 

4  checks       It's  not  a  tool  to  deride  a  rleanun 

u 

H 

killed  by  the  CalTrans  lead  number?    But  it  just 

r 

5  number.     Just  like  what  the  Armv  did  and  uhat  the 

■  iuiih-/^.  ib       u  mo  l    \  i  r\v,    m  iui    11  ic   n  i  iny    u  i  u   dl  iu   m  lu  L    li  IC 

j 

makes  me  wonder  about  the  use  of  analysis.  The 

6  Park  Service  did.    There's  a  number  they  use  in 

6 

ranges  that  you've  provided  to  quantify  these 

7  order  to  come  ud  uith  cLeanun  numbers    uhether  it 

■      w  I  mv»  I                  \s  \sl  1 IV*     up     n  I  L  1 1     V  l  Cul  lUp    1  IUI  IIUC  1  O  ,      FfllCLtlCI        1  L 

7 

effects,  and  what  the  effects  are,  don't  feel 

8  is  risk  assessment  nr  r i Qk  manaaement  nn  hnr^nrm inH 
u    10   i  i  oi\   aoocosiiici  ii   ui     i  i  oiv  nidi  idycitici  i  l   ui  i  uql^ r^y  i  <jui  iu 

o 
o 

comfortable  based  on  the  discussion.    So  again, 

9  anatysi s .    What  F i sh  &  Game  provided  was  one  tool . 

9 

maybe  it's  not  possible  to  handle.    What  do  you 

10                               ROARDMFMRFR  RAVTFR-      Tf   T  rememher 

IU                                            DUrVl\LTlLnDL(\    DnA  1  lK  ■        11     If  cillclllUCl 

I  u 

think,  Michael? 

11  correctlv    uhat  Fish  &  Game  orovided  to  vour  aaenev 

ii             t  \*s*  ^  \  j  g     miuv    i   i  on    %x    uaiiiw    i^i  u  v  i  uwu    u  \j    vuui     a  y  wi  i  y 

1 1 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  don't  know  if  I 

12  were  PRGs  they  felt  would  be  protective  in  the 

12 

really,  fully  understand  your  question. 

13  PresidioH 

13 

Okay.    We  have  the  PRG  LOAEL,  which  says  the 

14                            ROARDMFMRFR  FUFNTFS"     And  thev  are 

1   ■                                                         UUniMTILIIuulX     1  uLll  1  L  J  •         f\i  IU      LI  IC  J     CI  1  C 

it 

range  to  protect  the  robin  is  from  53  to  39,700.  I 

15  i  nr  L  uded  i  n  the  ranae 

■  _/    1 1  io  i  uu^u    mi    tiic    i  diiyca 

IS 

1  J 

don't  know  what  the  effect  was  that  was  lowest,  but 

16                            BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON-     On  thp  RTAR 

16 

I'd  say  that  being  dead  is  a  pretty  bad  effect. 

17  there  was  someone  from  Fish  &  Game. 

17 

And  Daisy  died,  and  the  range  that  she  was  exposed 

18                              RfJARHMFMRFR  RFTWHARD-      I'm  not 

18 

to  was  well  below  39,700.    It  was  10,000  parts  per 

19  auarrelina  uith  the  methodoloav    I'm  trvina  to 

i'    w^wui  i      ^  ■  i  ly    ni  l  1 1     li  ic    iiiw  l  1 1  uuu  i.  uy  y  ,     &    in    li  y  i  i  ly    l  U 

19 

million,  at  the  upper  level. 

?fl  nndor<;taod  th**   looir        I  ' m   1  icteninn  to  t  h  r» 
c  \j    ui  iuci  oiai  iu    ii  ic    Luyiua       i    in    i  i  o  lci  1 1 1  ly    lu    li  i  c 

CM 

BOARDMEMBER  RE  IN HARD:     I'm  saying 

21  Hi cri iqq i on  and  I'm   i i ict  uonHer i nn  -  -  ue II      t  at  i c 

C  l     U  1  otUo.i  1  UI  1    dl  IU     1     III    J  Uo  L     WUI  IUCI    1  I  ly              WC  l  l  (      V  C  L  b 

C  1 

that  it  just  makes  me  wonder,  again,  whether  this 

22  assume  that  Daisy  was  exposed  to  the  CalTrans 

22 

range  is  correct.    And  could  you  pursue  that  when 

23  number  of  10  000  Darts  ner  mi  I L  ion    as  the 

— '      %  IUIiIUC  1       UI         1  V  |                    |*/£J  1    L  O      Uwl       III  1   VI   1  UI  l|      do  LIIC 

23 

you  follow  up  on  their  study,  which  you  said  you 

"?U  h  i  ah  est       If  that  uaQ  the  rai  i<se  of  na  i  qv  ■  q  d#>ath 

C*r    II  1  yilCa  I  •         11      LI  1  CI  L     Wu3     LI  IC    LrdUOC    UI             1  oy    O    UCfl  LI  1  , 

24 

would  do? 

25  then  that  suggests  to  me  that,  that  range  to 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Well,  I  was  part 

n^ 

UJ 
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1   of  the  arniin       Uhen  uo  uent  throuoh  thici  nrnrpQc 

1      UI       tl  IC     ^1  UUUi         WI  1  CI  1     nC     NCI  11      LlllUUyil      UI  1  1  O  UIUL-COO, 

■j 

because  of  what  I  know  about  the  issues  of  ranges 

2  and     I   th i nk     that  max/  he  uhat   i c  not  hei na 

C    dl  IU. ,     1     LI  1  1  1  IfK  ,     LI  1  a  L    Ilia  y    UG    Wi  la  L     19    1  lu  L    UC  1 1  ly 

Cm 

and  plants.    I  think  that  was  incorrect  as  a 

r omnii io i oa  t  od  qo  uo II      io   that   t  ho  Qtaticti^fil 

•mJ     LoUIIIHUI  1  1  L>CJ  LCU     &U     HCl  I  f       IO      LI  Id  L      LI  IC     OlUl  IOL  lUok 

range. 

4  analvsic  and  pyprricp  that  uac  done  to  trv  to  look 
*+  ciiiciLyoio  diiu  cAui  iioc   l i ici l   nas  uui ic   lu   l i  y   lu   i uu^ 

4 

I'm  saying  there  were  other  statements  made 

^  at  v/3 p i  a t  i  ooq  ui  thin  th*>  mhi  n  cnor  i pc     hpfsii  iq p» 

J    O  L     Val    lal  1  UI  IO    W  1  LI  1  1  1  1     LI  IC    1  UU  1  1  1    SUCt  1  Co  ,  UCvuUOC 

5 

tonight  which  made  me  wonder.    Were  the  ranges  for 

f%  there  uere  a  1  ot  of  var  i  ahl  ec  aoi  na  i  nto  arrni  int 

u    liici  c   nc  i  c   a    lul    ui     vai  lauico    yu  1  i  iy    IIILU   auuuui  1 L  ■ 

5 

the  birds  also  correctly  done?   And  the  answer  to 

7  Thev  Looked  at  the  most  conservative  studv  Thev 

i     1 1 1  \*  y    vuuncwi   a  l    liiw   iiiuol    vvi  i  o  v_.  i  vuliv^    ol  uu  y  ■       i  iiwy 

7 

every  question  is,  we  spent  a  lot  of  time  on  it. 

ft   1  ookoH  at  al  1    of   th^  diff*»r£»nt   innutc:   that  no  intn 

U     L  UUNCU    dl     Cll  L     UI      LlIC    Ulilcl  CI  1 L      II  l|JU  Lo     LI  Id  L    LJU  IIILU 

3 

Well,  I  don't  know  what  to  say  to  that. 

Q  the  ra 1  nil ation       Uhat  oonoent rat  ions  of  Qoi 1  the 

7    LUC    LaltUlOL  1  UI           nllu  L    L>ul  IL>CI  III  a  L  1  UI  Io    UI     SUI  I  ,     L I  IC 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  think  one  of 

in  UAinht  of   th&  noKio     and  hou  miifh   coil    tho  rnhin 

1 U    WC  ly||L    UI     LI  IC    lUUIIIf    dl  IU    1 IUW    IIIUL*I  1    oUI  I     LUC    1  UU  III 

10 

the  important  things  that  the  cleanup  team  is 

1 1   eats       A I  !   of  these  th  i  nas  are  var  i  ahl  eo.       And  uhat 

1  1      CQ  LO  •         r\LL     VI       LI  ICDC     LI  1  1  1  ly  O     dIC     Vdl    luUl  CO  ■         nl  IU     WI  1  d  L 

11 

hearing  from  the  RAB,  is  whether  or  not  DTSC  doing 

1?  the  QimulationQ  do  i q  to  trv  to  on  throiiah  al  I 

Id      LI  IC    O  1  II  IU  L  d  L  1  UI  IO     UU      IO      LU     LI  V      LU     gv      LI  1 1  UUyi  1     Ql  I 

12 

a  good  job  communicating  back  to  the  RAB.  The 

1^?  variations  of  that     al  I   the  uav  nn  to  the  rohin 

1  tj     Vdl    IdLIUIIO    UI      LlldLf     dLL      LlIC    Fig  y     UfJ     LU     LUC    1  UUIIIi 

13 

thing  most  people  here,  within  the  Monte  Carlo 

1A                                 RHARnMFMRFR  RFIMHARD-      I  don't 

1  *r                                            DUnl\UntrlDCi\    !\C  1 N nnKU  ■        1    UUI  1  L 

knows,  is  that  the  house  controls  the  odds.  What 

1 S  di  sroi  int  the  di  f  f  erent  nroreQQes       I   don '  t  ni  la  r  re*  I 

U    UIOLiUUIIL     LlIC    UI  1  ICI  CIIL     UI  UUCOOCO  ■         1     UUI  1     L    LjUdl  1  Cl 

we  are  concerned  about  is  how  the  odds  are  being 

1A  uith   thf*   idt»a  that    I  otc  of  hoiirc  uf>ro  co^ot  I 

IU    WI  LU     LUC     1  UCd     LlldL     lULO    UI     IIUUI  O    WCI  C    OUCl  1 L  ■  1 

16 

laid.    Whether  or  not  they're  neutral.    Whether  or 

17  know  that  to  he  true      Like  I  sav    T  also  trv  tn 

If      IV 1  IUH     LlldL      LU     UC     L 1  UC  ■          L  1  l\C     1      OdJTf      t      dlOU     L 1    V  LU 

17 

not  they  fit  the  situation,  because  we're  the  ones 

1ft  nartirinatp  to  thi^  ovtoot   that   T   uac  ahl  &  to        T  ' m 

1 U    Ud  I   L  1  L»  1  yja  LC     LU     LlIC    CA  LCI  1 L     Li  la  L     1     WOo    dULC     LU  ■         1  III 

18 

that  are  betting. 

19  savino  it's  not  an  answer      When  Denote  are 

i  '    ouyiiiy     ib    o    iiul    mi    ui  iwnci  ■       wiiwii    u^uu  i  w       i  ^_ 

19 

And  so  what  we're  saying  back  to  you  is,  you 

?0  answer  i  na  ouest i  on^  ahout  the  arrurarv  or  the 

t—  \j    ui  io  vi  c  i  iiiy   uucoliuiio    duuu  l    liic    u^ifUi  u^y    ui  liic 

20 

have  yet  to  convince  members  of  the  RAB  here  that 

21  correctness  of  a  derision    to  sav    ue  snent  a  lot 

dl      LrUIICULIICOO     UI      d     UCU  ISIUII^      LU            /  t                 OUCl  1  L     d      L  U  L 

21 

what  you  have  done  to  account  for  your  statistics 

22  of  time,  what  I'm  saying  is,  did  we  spend  the  time 

22 

were  thorough  enough  to  ensure  that  our  concerns 

23  and  come  ud  uith  the  riaht  ansuer?    This  is  the 

ul  IU    L»UIII^       r                      LIIC    1    lyilL    UI  KjFIvI   s         iiiio     io  liic 

23 

were  met.    This  is  part  of  the  problem.    Giving  us 

24  auest i  on .    And  I'm  i  ust  savi  na    I  have  oersona  L 

l—  ■      VjWV  J  I  1  VI  1  ■           Ml             A      III      J  MO  L                    '  ■  Vl       *      1  1       *  V*          w  1    OUI  IU  L 

24 

a  report  which  is  providing  us  with  documentation 

25  questions  about  whether  the  answer  was  correct. 

25 

in  hand.    I  think  you  need  to  hear  that  the  RAB  is 

Page  16 
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1  uncomfortable  with  how  you  are  reporting  your 

2  findings.    And  you  have  yet  to  satisfy  a  number  of 

3  RAB  members  with  your  answers.    And  I  think  that's 

very,  very  important  thing  in  terms  of 
.nmunication,  and  your  responsibility  to 

6  communicate  these  risks  and  these  issues,  so  we  can 

7  do  our  thing  here,  with  all  due  respect  to 

8  contractors,  or  whatever.    Because  when  you  go 

9  ahead  and  reproduce  this  document,  it  is  important 

10  what  we  communicate  back  out  to  the  community,  and 

11  our  concern  is  on  how  well  you  communicate  this, 

12  whether  or  not  we  believe  that  you  are  controlling 

13  the  odds  in  the  public's  favor. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    You  said  just 

15  about  what  I  was  going  to  say.    That  it  seems  to  me 

16  that  this  was  anticipated  when  the  process  was 

17  discussed  to  begin  with.    It  was  evident  there  was 

18  no  one  great  study  that  was  going  to  meet  all  the 

19  needs,  so  we  would  get  the  information  that  we  have 

20  needed,  a  reasonable  level  of  cleanup  for  something 

21  that  seemed  reasonable.    So  that  was  built  in,  and 

22  it  plays  itself  out. 

23  So  what  are  the  options  at  this  point?    If  we 

24  feel  uncomfortable,  can  we  come  back  again  at 

25  this?    Can  we  do  another  round  of  thinking  of  the 
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1  figures,  and  include  in  that  all  of  the  different 

2  varieties  of  analysis? 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN :  Molly? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  wanted  to 

5  follow  up  on  something  that  Romy  said,  that  I'm 

6  confused  about.    I  thought  that  these  were  PRGs  and 

7  not  cleanup  levels.    Could  you  distinguish  between 

8  the  two  of  them? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    There  are  two 

10  different  processes.    The  first  one  is  scientific 

11  based,  and  the  second  process  is  a  risk  management 

12  way  of  trying  to  determine  what  sort  of  risk.  And 

13  there's  other  factors  that  you  need  to  take  into 

14  account  to  come  up  with  a  risk  management  number. 

15  So  there  are  two  different  processes. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    And  the  risk 

17  management  number  might  be  based  on  a  number  of 

18  factors  including  public  concerns? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Public  concerns 

20  and  factor  numbers.    A  lot  of  funding  costs. 

21  There's  also  parameters  built  into  these 

22  discussions. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    But  the  477  has 

24  been  established  for  the  document? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    That's  what 
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1  right  now  has  been  established  for  the  draft 

2  document  to  come  out. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  anyone  else  has 

4  any  comments?    I  had  a  whole  series  of  things  that 

5  I  was  going  to  say,  but,  considering  the  hour,  a 

6  lot  of  it  has  been  expressed. 

7  Now,  putting  on  my  other  hat.    I  participated 

8  in  the  meetings,  and  one  thing  that  struck  me  about 

9  this  number  was  --  and  this  is  going  to  be  a 

10  nonscientif ic  argument. 

11  There's  been  a  discussion  that  has  put  out, 

12  the  number  400  parts  per  million,  for  the  human 

13  health  number  for  the  residential  scenario.  That 

14  number  has  been  calculated  to  be  200  to  400  for  the 

15  Hunters  Point  residential  scenario.    So  there's  a 

16  range  there,  200  to  400.    So  I  would  ask  people  to 

17  consider,  just  from  a  common  sense  point  of  view, 

18  do  we  consider  ourselves  the  most  sensitive  species 

19  to  the  Presidio,  or  is  there  that  likelihood  that 

20  there  may  be  a  more  sensitive  species,  of  any  kind, 

21  at  the  DEH  area  and  the  rest  of  the  Presidio?  And 

22  what  number  does  that  require?  And  I  just  put  that 
?"      t  as  a  request  for  consideration. 

c  I  think  we  probably  are  ready  for  a  break. 

25  Perhaps  we  could  come  back  and  finish  the  agenda. 


68 

1  (Recess) 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.  I 

3  understand  that  we  have  an  update  on  funding,  and 

4  that  is  going  to  be  postponed  until  the  next 

5  meeting.    Okay.    The  RPM  meeting.    And  then  we'll 

6  be  done. 

7  So  John,  can  you  speak  to  Feasibility  Study 

8  response  schedule  time? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Well,  I 'm  not  sure 

10  what  generated  this  comment,  or  this  line  item. 

11  But  we're  projecting  the  FS  rough  draft,  the  RI 

12  report,  with  the  comment  period,  and,  I  think,  the 

13  schedule  is  30  days.    I  don't  know  what  to  say  to 

14  you  on  that. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  the  FS  will 

16  come  out  a  month  later,  after  the  RI  comes  out? 

17  Something  like  mid  February? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Correct. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:    I  was  going  to 

20  speak  on  this  one.    This  item,  I  believe,  came  up 

21  because  of  a  comment  that  Rob  Reinhard  made.  And 

22  it  goes  back  to  an  issue  that  has  been  brought  up 

23  before  with  the  Board  several  times,  and  very 

24  eloquently  by  Jan.    And  that  is  a  comment  --  the 

25  issue  concerning  the  length  of  the  comment 
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1  periods. 

2  The  Feasibility  Study  is  one  key  document, 

3  one  of  the  key  documents  that  we  will  look  at  in 

4  our  time  here  on  this  Advisory  Board.    It's  a  very 

5  significant  report,  and  one  that  will  require  -- 

6  has  great  implications  as  far  as  the  final 

7  construction  of  the  restoration  and  remediation 

8  alternatives  on  the  base.    And  it  is  one  that  we're 

9  going  to  have  to  consider  very  carefully.    And  the 

10  question  is,  can  this  Board  do  a  good  job  of  our 

11  role  in  reviewing  this  in  30  days?    And  I  think 

12  that  Rob's  concern  was  that  we  would  like  to  have  a 

13  little  bit  more  time  on  that. 

14  Now  this  is  an  issue  that  maybe  others  on  the 

15  Board  will  want  to  address.    I  just  kind  of  brought 

16  this  up,  and  kind  of  thought  that  maybe  the  Army 

17  would  want  to  consider  changing  at  a  future  time. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Do  you  have  a 

19  recommendation  for  what  time  you  would  like? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BALL:     I  don't  want  to 

21  speak  for  Rob  on  this  issue.    I  would  like  to 

22  definitely  see  60  days,  personally,  but  others  on 

23  the  Board  might  have  their  own  opinions  on  that. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments  on 

25  that? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Well,  I  agree 

2  with  Harry.    That  60  days  is  pretty  much  a 

3  minimum.    So  I  agree  with  him. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    On  general 

6  principle,  I  think  that  usually  30  days  is  too 

7  little  time  for  folks  to  do  an  adequate  job.  There 

8  are  those  who  are  working,  who  have  other 

9  responsibilities.    This  document  is  a  particularly 

10  sizable  document,  and  we  hear  complaints  from  the 

11  public  all  the  time.    And  I  know  my  professional 

12  staff  has  problems  having  to  read  document  after 

13  document  after  document  with  the  very  short  time 

14  line  adopted.    So  that  to  get  through  some  of  these 

15  review  periods  more  efficiently,  I  think  a  60-day 

16  time  line  would  be  appropriate. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  know  another 

18  problem.    Some  of  us  might  want  to  go  to  a  Board  of 

19  whatever  group  we  represent.    So  we  have  to  have 

20  time  not  only  to  read  comments,  but  to  have  a 

21  meeting  of  the  group  of  who  we  represent  in  order 

22  to  do  that.    So  I  would  advocate  a  little  more 

23  time,  at  least  45  days. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Well, 

25  I  think  you've  heard,  David,  what  has  been 
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1  discussed.    There's  been  some  thoughts  that  there 

2  would  be  more  than  a  30-day  review  time  for  the 

3  Feasibility  Study.    That's  what  we  were  just 

4  talking  about.    Some  have  suggested  60  days  and 

5  some  45  days.    So  that's  the  input  we're  getting  on 

6  that.    And  we  probably  have  additional  time  to  have 

7  input  on  this  subject,  since  we'll  probably  have 

8  two  more  meetings  before  that  document  comes  up. 

9  Okay.    Saul,  your  comments  on  the  issue  of 

10  technology. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Hopefully,  this 

12  is  going  to  be  a  short  item. 

13  We've  been  verifying  a  number  of  things  that 

14  have  been  stated  in  the  most  recent  Defense 

15  Environmental  Cleanup  Report  to  congress.    And  we 

16  found  a  statement  about  the  Presidio.    And  the 

17  document  that  we  have  some  questions  about,  it  says 

18  here  --  and  I'm  going  to  pass  this  around. 

19  I  think  the  accuracy  of  the  comment  is  fairly 

20  important  with  regard  to  congress,  so  I  just  want 

21  to  make  sure  I  understand  what  the  statement  was. 

22  People  can  see  the  comment,  it's  got  the  arrow  next 

23  to  it.    It's  in  the  third  column. 

24  It  basically  says,  that  the  Presidio  of  San 

25  Francisco  --  the  installation  of  the  innovative 
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1  specific  groundwater  treatment  system,  developed  in 

2  Germany  --  it  talks  about  this  being  successfully 

3  --  the  preliminary  results  indicate  that 

4  contaminants  are  being  successfully  removed  from 

5  the  system. 

6  Now  my  understanding  is,  that  the  only 

7  innovative  technology  that  is  being  used  at  the 

8  site  is  the  UCP  system  over  at  the  900  area;  is 

9  that  a  correct  assumption? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:  Yes. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  if  that's 

12  the  case,  I  also  understood  that  the  system  is  not 

13  working.    So  why  is  it  in  the  military's  report  to 

14  congress  that  it  is  working?    I  think  this  is  a 

15  very  substantive  problem.    Things  screw  up,  I 

16  understand  that.    But  congress  is  making 

17  fundamental  decisions  about  our  budget,  about  the 

18  future  of  the  cleanup  program.    And  we  have  found  a 

19  number  of  problems  with  the  statements  in  this 

20  document.    And  I'm  quite  concerned,  as  a  RAB 

21  member,  that  this  is  an  inaccurate  statement,  and 

22  it  effects  the  environmental  cleanup  report  for 

23  this  year. 

24  I  don't  know  what  to  do  about  it.  I'm 

25  bringing  this  to  the  RAB,  to  alert  the  RAB,  and  to 
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1  alert  you  guys,  that  this  information  is  in  there. 

2  But  this  is  your  responsibility  to  deal  with  this. 

3  And  somehow  or  other,  I  think  it's  important  for 
'    '^rification  to  be  made  so  that  an  accurate 

dure  is  presented,  and  especially,  if  I'm  going 

6  to  go  back  there  and  argue  if  we're  going  to  get 

7  more  money,  and  not  have  to  argue  against  a  comment 

8  in  the  official  DOD  report  to  congress. 

9  BOARDHEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  if  you 

10  had  to  change  that  last  sentence,  John,  what  would 

11  you  say  instead  of  saying  what  it  says?    How  would 

12  you  rephrase  that  statement  to  make  it  more 

13  accurate?    Because  the  rest  of  it  is  just  kind  of 

14  an  introduction. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  would  say  that 

16  the  system  is  not  proven  to  be  effective  as  we 

17  anticipated. 

18  BOARDHEMBER  BLOOM:    And  that's  an 

19  important  difference.    It's  important  because  other 

20  installations,  based  on  cleanup  systems,  are 

21  looking  at  these  documents,  or  are  looking  at  these 

22  studies,  and  wondering  where  they  can  borrow 

23  technology  or  experience  from.    And  I  think  it's 

24  very,  very  important  for  us  to  be  clear  about  these 

25  kinds  of  things.    So  I  want  you  guys  to  take  it  to 
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1  heart. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Is  there  a 

3  method  where  you  can  correct  something  like  this? 

4  Write  a  note,  whatever? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    They  have  asked 

6  for  DOD  success  stories.    When  we  first  put  it  in, 

7  several  years  back,  it  looked  like  it  was  removing 

8  stuff.    But  I  know,  in  my  input  to  this  document,  I 

9  downplayed  that,  and  I'm  not  quite  sure  how  that's 

10  now  in  there. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     It  says  the 

12  contact  person  is  Thomas.    I  don't  know  whether  or 

13  not  Thomas  would  have  put  something  in  like  that 

14  but,  ultimately,  it's  the  Army's  responsibility  to 

15  make  it  right. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Your  point  is 

17  well  taken,  and  perhaps  we  will  publish  an  addition 

18  to  it  or  something. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Okay.  I 

20  appreciate  that.    And  I'd  also  appreciate  a  report 

21  back  on  what  you  did  to  correct  this. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    I  understand 

23  there  were  some  adjustments  made  by  the  company  on 

24  the  UCP.    Now  what  are  the  results  from  that  so 

25  far? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    The  results 

2  indicate  that  the  supplemental  pump  has  not  seemed 

3  to  help  the  system. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.    Shall  we 

5  continue  with  the  agenda? 

6  I  understand,  David,  that  No.  6.F.,  that 

7  you're  not  going  to  be  reporting  on  that  at  this 

8  time? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Right. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    Can  I  just  go 

11  back  to  the  UCP? 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Oh,  sorry. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    You  have  said 

14  the  supplemental  UCP  system  --  what  does  the  Army 

15  do  to  make  sure  that  contaminants  are  being 

16  removed? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    We  will  be 

18  evaluating  this  in  light  of  the  fact  of  the 

19  non-effectiveness  of  that  system.    We  hope  to 

20  include  this  in  both  results.    We  have  a  draft 

21  document  that  we  sort  of  put  on  hold,  pending  the 

22  effort  to  get  the  RI  out.  And,  I  guess,  we  could 
T      t  that  draft  document  out  just  for  people's 

i     formation.    This  would  be,  I  think,  as  a 
25  supplemental  to  go  with  the  FS. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     Is  it 

2  possible  to  the  get  the  FS  before  the  data? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:     I  can  do  that. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  We're 

5  now  to  the  monthly  reports.    The  RPM  meeting.  Do 

6  we  want  to  talk  briefly  about  what  happened  at  that 

7  meeting? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    At  the  RPM 

9  meeting,  one  of  the  things  we  talked  about  was  the 

10  DEH  remedial  action  plan.    We  talked  about  lead 

11  contaminated  sites  and  the  viability  of  using 

12  phytoremediation  at  lead  contaminated  sites.  We 

13  prepared  some  literature  from  a  contractor  that 

14  does  phytoremediation,  that's  using  plants,  growing 

15  plants,  to  remediate  contaminated  soil.    And  we 

16  have  some  EE/CAs  that  we  are  planning  to  do  at  lead 

17  contaminated  sites  here  in  the  near  term,  within 

18  the  next  couple  of  months.    And  we  wanted  to  look 

19  at  the  viability  of  this  at  those  sites.    And  so  we 

20  are  going  to  implement  a  treatability  study  to  see 

21  whether  or  not  that  is  a  viable  remedial 

22  alternative  at  those  sites. 

23  We  also  talked  about  the  PBC/EE/CA.  There 

24  were  comments  from  three  agencies.  Selected 

25  members  of  the  RAB  commented,  as  well  as  the  Park 
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1  Service,  and  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park 

1 

that  the  --  I  mean,  we  haven't  really  talked  about 

2  Association.    We  expect  to  have  that  finalized  and 

2 

it  in  great  detail.    But  I  don't  believe  that  the 

3  to  get  that  signed  this  month. 

3 

actual  EE/CA  is  going  to  change  much  in  substance. 

4          And  the  last  thing  that  we  talked  about,  the 

4 

All  of  the  comments  will  be  responded  to  and  be 

5  last  item,  if  you  will,  was  Building  207.  The 

5 

included  as  a  responsive  summary  that  will  be 

6  contractor  finished  the  assessment  of  the  wooden 

6 

attached  with  the  action  memorandum  to  detail  on 

7  culvert  that  extended  from  that  side  that  goes  out 

7 

how  we  are  going  to  proceed  with  cleanup  of  the 

8  towards  the  Crissy  Field  area.    They  generally 

8 

site.    I  think  most  of  the  concerns  that  were 

9  found  that  the  culvert  was  degraded,  or  well,  not 

9 

presented  by  the  RAB  members  were  based  on  some  -- 

10  degraded,  appeared  to  have  been  removed  once  we  got 

10 

what  is  believed  to  be,  inaccurate  assumptions. 

11  beyond  Mason  Street.    We  didn't  feel  it  was 

11 

based  on  what  is  actually  going  to  be  done  with  the 

12  important  to  put  more  effort  into  that.    So  now 

12 

site.    So  in  order  to  help  us  respond  to  those 

13  we're  going  to  focus  our  energy  in  characterizing 

13 

concerns,  we  are  going  to  get,  or  attempt  to  get. 

14  the  groundwater  contamination,  which  appears  to  be 

14 

the  design  plans  from  the  YMCA,  or  to  get  their 

15  present  at  that  site.    So  we're  in  the  process  of 

15 

more  designed  concepts  with  what  was  presented  here 

16  continuing  that  program  there,  and  that  was  about 

16 

last  month.    Because  I  think  that  was  based  on  a 

17  it. 

17 

lot  of  those  assumptions  that  those  were  a  lot  of 

18                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  thoughts  or 

18 

the  RAB's  comments.    Most  of  the  other  comments,  I 

19  questions? 

19 

think,  were  pretty  straightforward.    It  wasn't 

20                         BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  you 

20 

necessarily  required,  but  just  clarification  for 

21  mentioned  finalizing  the  EE/CA.    And  I'm  wondering 

21 

some  concerns. 

22  whether  any  of  the  remediation  is  going  to  be 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    You  said  that 

23  planned  for  comments,  or  are  there  any  other  plans 

23 

you're  planning  to  do  an  EE/CA  on  a  number  of  lead 

24  for  comments  on  that? 

24 

contaminated  sites.    Could  you  tell  us  how  many? 

25                      BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    I  don't  believe 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Those  sites  are 

79 

80 

1  listed  on  your  RAB  agenda  at  Item  6.E. 

1 

particular  program  they  are  focusing  on  the  mustard 

2                      BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    If  in  between 

2 

plant,  which  goes  down  to  a  depth  of  20  inches. 

3  building  studies  are  favorable  for 

3 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Further  questions 

4  phytoremediation,  is  that  going  to  be  as  a  lead 

4 

on  this  item? 

5  site? 

5 

My  apologies  to  Barbara,  I  skipped  Item  6.E. 

6                      BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Yes,  that's 

6 

MS.  COUGHLIN:    Basically,  we  looked 

7  possible.    Certainly  if  it  is  determined  that 

7 

at  the  sites  in  the  RI,  where  the  main 

8  that's  something  that's  a  viable  alternative. 

8 

contaminations  were  lead  in  Buildings,  643,  662, 

9                       BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Are  there 

9 

the  924  area,  the  949-950  area,  973  and  974.  Lead 

10  success  stories  with  phytoremediation,  based  on 

10 

is  the  main  contamination  at  these  sites.  There 

11  information? 

11 

were  some  other  contaminants  also  at  these  sites. 

12                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  based  on 

12 

which  were  metal,  and  a  few  pesticides,  but  lead  is 

13  information  we  have  with  this  particular  firm. 

13 

the  dominant  contaminant. 

14  yes.    But  we  are  obtaining  some  other  information 

14 

We're  going  to  develop  EE/CAs  similar  to  what 

15  regarding  this.    We  understand  that  this 

15 

we  did  at  the  PCB  sites,  to  speed  up  the  cleanup 

16  technology,  from  this  particular  firm,  is  part  of 

16 

process . 

17  the  EPA  Site  Program.    So  we  want  to  retain  that 

17 

We're  going  to  look  at  the  lead  cleanup 

18  report,  because  that  certainly  adds  a  lot  of 

18 

levels  for  the  reuse  plan  for  each  site.  Whether 

19  credibility  to  what  they're  doing.    And  they  have 

19 

it's  recreational,  whether  it's  an  eco  risk  or 

20  shown  to  be  successful  at  some  sites  back  east  and 

20 

institutional  work,  or  whatever  controls  the  reuse 

21  overseas. 

21 

is  giving  in  the  General  Management  Plan. 

22                         BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    Just  a  curiosity 

22 

We're  working  on  preparing  the  documents  now. 

23  question.    Do  they  give  an  idea  of  maximum  depth  of 

23 

and  we'll  have  a  draft  available  to  the  public  for 

24  penetration,  like  the  roots  will  only  go  so  deep? 

24 

review  for  the  month  of  February.    We  will  have  a 

25                        BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    For  this 

25 

public  meeting  similar  to  the  PCB/EE/CA,  and  we'll 
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1  make  an  announcement  at  the  next  RAB  when  that 

2  meeting  will  be.    And  we  will  also  have  a  newspaper 

3  announcement  similar  to  the  PCB/EE/CA. 

And  we  are  continuing  the  bioremediation 
.   ,<;chnology.    It  will  be  evaluated  like  all  the 

6  other  alternatives,  considering  the  nine  criteria 

7  set  forth  in  the  CERCLA  process.    So  we'll  go 

8  through  the  full  analysis  like  we  did  for  the 

9  PCB/EE/CA.    And  if  phytoremediation  and  the 

10  Feasibility  Study  and  all  the  analysis  shows  that 

11  it's  a  preferred  alternative,  then  we  will  propose 

12  to  use  it  at  these  sites.    And  also,  if  at  that 

13  point,  if  we  have  decided  it  will  work  better  than 

14  landfill  or  capping,  we  may  also  consider  it  for 

15  the  DEH  area. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    You're  going  to 

17  have  a  treatability  study  prior  to  those  EE/CA 

18  documents,  and  be  able  to  get  that  done  and  know 

19  whether  this  works? 

20  MS.  COUGHLIN:    The  company  can  do  a 

21  treatability  study  and  have  the  results  in  a  few 

22  weeks.    And  they're  also  working  on  a  cost  estimate 

23  right  now. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    These  are  all 

25  lead.    Will  the  calculation  of  the  appropriate 
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1  levels  be  used  in  the  calculations  for  the  DEH 

2  area,  at  least  in  its  analysis  use?    This  is 

3  something  we're  interested  in,  because  we're 

4  interested  in  how  many  are  present. 

5  MS.  COUGHLIN:    Well,  I  think  all  of 

6  these  will  be  evaluated  under  a  recreational 

7  scenario.    Most  of  these  areas  are  going  to  be 

8  turned  into  parking  lots.    They'll  be  paved  over. 

9  So  we're  using  the  human  health  recreational 

10  number. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  the  900 

12  area  was  going  to  be  --  part  of  the  plan  was  to 

13  turn  it  into  a  picnic  area. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  picnic  area 

15  is  further  away  from  the  footprint  of  these 

16  buildings.    If  you  look  at  the  Crissy  Field  plan, 

17  and  if  you  look  at  the  footprint  of  these 

18  buildings,  compared  to  where  that  plan  is,  there's 

19  actually  --  the  picture  area  is  on  the  other  side 

20  of  that  new  Mason  Street  that  extends  to 

21  Northpoint. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  have  been 

23  looking  at  those  maps,  I'm  not  seeing  the  picture 

24  quite  the  same  way  you  are. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  just  looked 
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1  at  it  a  matter  of  a  few  hours  ago. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  think  one 

3  of  the  things  to  keep  in  mind  is  that  these  designs 

4  are  conceptual  designs,  so  you  can't  go  by  the 

5  exact  drawings,  necessarily. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    As  a  point  of 

7  reference,  I'm  wondering  if,  Romy,  could  you  tell 

8  us  what  the  state  clean-up  level  is  for  lead  in  the 

9  recreational  areas? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I  think  it's 

11  849  parts  per  million.    This  is  Presidio-site 

12  specific.      It's  more  of  a  decision  management 

13  number,  based  from  a  lead-spread  model,  because  you 

14  can  find  some  numbers  that  are  really  close  to 

15  840. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    So  does  that 

17  mean  there  are  variations  in  the  decision? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Well,  like  I 

19  said,  there's  a  number  of  factors  built  into  a 

20  decision.    It's  not  just  scientifically  based. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  still  don't 

22  understand.    Does  that  mean  it  could  vary  from  site 

site? 

1..'  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    It  can  vary, 

25  but  it  shouldn't  vary  too  much. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    What  would  be  a 

2  normal  range? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Well,  right  now 

4  we're  looking  at  the  residential  number  of  400 

5  parts  per  million,  and  the  recreational  number  of 

6  840. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Do  you  know  what 

8  the  lead- spread  model  number  was  that  was 

9  transformed  for  this  decision? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I  don't  quite 

11  remember  the  spread,  the  range  you're  talking 

12  about.    But  like  I  said,  we're  following  the  whole 

13  process  to  come  up  with  the  number.    I  think  what 

14  we're  trying  to  have  is  a  consistent  process  as 

15  opposed  to  a  consistent  number. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    But  would  you 

17  guess  that  the  cleanup  number  840  shouldn't  go  up 

18  or  down,  say,  more  than  20,  in  most  cases? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    You  can't 

20  balance  the  benefit,  whatever  costs  or  resources 

21  are  involved  in  a  particular  decision.    If  your 

22  benefit  is  not  that  much,  then  I  think  you  can 

23  catch  some  sort  of  a  number  that  is  kind  of  offset 

24  from  the  original  number  that  you  have. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BAXTER:    So  it  can  go 
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1  higher  or  lower? 

1 

to  mention  to  everyone  that  you  have  a  schedule  for 

2                       BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    It  could. 

2 

the  month  of  December.    Your  paperwork  has  been 

3                         BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:     I  have  a  simple 

3 

handed  out  to  you.    The  tank  removal,  distribution 

4  question.    If  you  pave  over  a  parking  lot,  by 

4 

system,  groundwater  monitoring  levels,  health 

5  paving  it  over,  what  is  the  projected  history  of 

5 

hazard  abatement,  and  LTTD,  are  current  activities 

6  that  parking  lot  in  terms  of  maintenance?  I'm 

6 

that  you're  more  than  welcome  to  participate  in  and 

7  asking  because  if  you  have  lead  as  a  contaminant, 

7 

take  a  look  at.    And,  please,  don't  forget  the  site 

8  and  then  you  pave  it  over,  that's  considered  to  be 

8 

tour. 

9  a  remedial  action.    What  is  the  life  of  that 

9 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    A  review  of  any 

10  parking  lot  as  we  spread  that  out  over  20  or  30 

10 

action  items?    I  think  there  are  a  number  of  things 

11  years?    What  might  we  expect  to  see? 

1 1 

that  were  discussed  tonight.    Let's  see  if  I  can 

12                      MS.  COUGHLIN:    We're  not  proposing  to 

12 

quickly  review  them. 

13  pave  over  the  area  as  a  remediation,  we  were  going 

13 

If  you  need  to  get  a  report  from  Aaron 

14  to  do  phytoremediation,  get  the  lead  level  down 

14 

Glantz,  I  have  been  asked  that  you  get  that  from 

15  below  840,  or  whatever  number  we  chose.    Or  we're 

15 

Thomas.    So  be  sure  to  ask.    You  won't  be 

16  going  to  do  landfilling  where  we  excavate.    So  the 

16 

automatically  mailed  a  copy,  you  need  to  make  a 

17  paving  over  is  not  part  of  our  remedial  action, 

17 

request  to  Thomas. 

18  that's  part  of  the  reuse. 

18 

I  think  Saul  brought  up  a  request  for  some 

19                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    I've  just  been 

19 

sort  of  a  correction  or  process  for  the  DOD 

20  informed  that  the  10:00  closing  time  is  fairly 

20 

Report.    Any  other  action  items? 

21  tight,  so  we  need  to  make  sure  that  we  get  this 

21 

There  will  be  the  DEH  Decision  Document 

22  done.    Any  other  comments  on  this  item?    So  we  have 

22 

coming  out  for  public  comment.    A  number  of  EE/CA 

23  finished  the  RPM  meeting.    Thomas,  how's  your 

23 

documents.    The  Feasibility  Study  will  be  coming 

24  current  cleanup  activities? 

24 

out.    All  right. 

25                      BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    I  just  wanted 

25 

January  agenda  items  continued  from  this 

87 
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1  meeting.    The  Year  End  Review  will  be  on,  plus  a 

1 

REPORTER'S  CERTIFICATE 

2  discussion  period.    And  then  David  will  be  talking 

2 

3  about  an  update  on  the  funding.    Any  other  items 

3 

4  right  at  this  moment  for  next  agenda? 

4 

I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 

5           Without  objection,  meeting  adjourned.  Thank 

c 
3 

the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 

6  you  for  participating  tonight. 

6 

the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 

7               (Meeting  adjourned  at  10:10  p.m.) 

7 

within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 

8 

8 

true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 

9 

9 

notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 

10 

10 

11 

11 

12 

12 

Dated:     At  San  Francisco,  California  this 

13 

13 

day  ot               f  iyyo. 

14 

14 

15 

15 

16 

16 

17 

17 

Elizabeth  valstad 

18 

18 

19 

19 

20 

20 

21 

21 

22 

22 

23 

23 

24 

24 

25 

25 

an 
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